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CHAPTER

ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Framework
This chapter provides an overview of the background,
purpose, vision and objectives of this plan.

1.2 Project Background

The City of Ontario was awarded a Community
Based Transportation Grant (CBTPG) from the State
Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 8) in
2011. The City of Ontario hired KTU+A for the devel-
opment of the “Holt Boulevard Pedestrian Mobility and
Streetscape Strategic Plan.” The project scope consists
of an extensive community participation component;
mobility objectives using complete street concepts; pro-
motion of a community identity through context sensi-
tive design; and demonstration of quality of life through
the utilization of livability and sustainability principles.

1.3 Project Study Area Overview

The City of Ontario is located approximately 35 miles
east of downtown Los Angeles, 20 miles west of the
City San Bernardino, and 30 miles northwest of central
Orange County. Ontario is widely viewed as Southern
California’s next urban center and is considered the in-
land region’s population and job growth center.

Holt Boulevard generally does not possess a positive
character that would encourage new investment by
property owners and developers. The image of Holt
Boulevard is currently defined by undesirable condi-
tions, unmaintained vacant land, auto-oriented busi-
nesses, strip commercial uses, uncoordinated signage,
and minimal landscaping.

1.4 Holt Boulevard Origins and History

In 1881, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, pur-
chased the land (which at that time also included the
present-day city of Upland) and the water rights to it.
They engineered a drainage system channeling water
from the foothills of Mount Baldy down to the flatter
lands below that performed the dual functions of al-
lowing farmers to water their crops and preventing the
floods that periodically afflict them. They also created
the main thoroughfare of Euclid Avenue (California
Highway 83), with its distinctive wide lanes and grassy
median.

Agriculture was vital to the early economy, and many
street names recall this legacy. The Sunkist plant also
remains as a living vestige of the citrus era. Ontario at-
tracted farmers (primarily citrus) and ailing Easterners
seeking a drier climate.

To impress visitors and potential settlers with the “abun-
dance” of water in Ontario, a fountain was placed at the
Southern Pacific railway station. It was turned on when
passenger trains were approaching and frugally turned
off again after their departure. The original “Chaffey
fountain,” a simple spigot surrounded by a ring of white
stones, was later replaced by the more ornate “Frankish
Fountain,” an Art Nouveau creation now located out-
side the Ontario Museum of History and Art.

Ontario was incorporated as a city in 1891, and North
Ontario broke away in 1906, calling itself Upland.
Ontario grew at an astronomical rate, increasing 10 fold
in the next half a century. The population of 20,000 in
the 1960s again grew 10 times more by the year 2007.
Ontario was viewed as an “lowa under Palm trees,” with
a solid Midwestern/Mid-American foundation, but it had
a large German and Swiss community. Tens of thousands
of European immigrants came to work in agriculture, and
in the early 1900s the first Filipino and Japanese farm la-
borers arrived, later to display nursery ownership skills.
Ontario has over two centuries of Hispanic residents,
starting from the Californio period of Spanish colonial
and Mexican rule in the 1840s. However, the first wave of
Mexican settlers was in the 1880s as workers in the rail-
road industry (see traquero) and another wave from the
Mexican Revolution of the 1910s. Mexican Americans re-
sided in the city's poorer central side facing State Route
60 and Chino.

The region and the City of Ontario had its historical
roots in agriculture

Chapter One e Introduction ¢ Page #1
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Holt in the 1920s

Holt in the 1930s

Holt in the 1940s

Holt in the 1950s
Page #2 ¢ Introduction ¢ Chapter One

In its prime, Holt Boulevard was part of the nation-
al Ocean to Ocean Highway, linking the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans and serving as a popular route from Los
Angeles to Palm Springs. Many roadside businesses re-
lated to travelers sprung up along Holt Boulevard. Gas
stations, tent camps, motels, restaurants, and small food
stands dotted the length of the roadway.

1.5 Holt Today

Today, Holt Boulevard is still a vital transportation route,
but its economic viability is hampered by vacant and
underutilized properties, a general lack of street im-
provements, nonstandard drive approaches and varying
widths of right of way. The Holt Boulevard right-of-way
is currently designed to focus on vehicle mobility travel
to the exclusion of other concerns such as pedestrian
and bicycle mobility. Pedestrian access and comfort are
marginal, with narrow sidewalks, absence of street trees,
and lack of pedestrian-oriented amenities, bus shelters
and access to various means of transportation including
bicycle, pedestrian, bus and rail travel.

1.6 Project Limits

Holt Boulevard is approximately five miles long and in-
tersects Euclid Avenue in downtown traversing the city in
an east west direction, from the west city limits (Benson
Avenue) to the connector ramps of the San Bernardino
Freeway (see Figure 1-1).

Holt in 1950s

Holt in 2012

1.7 Ontario Planning Context

In 1983, Holt Boulevard became part of the Center City
Redevelopment Project Area, which had a goal of elim-
inating and preventing the spread of blight and the de-
terioration of the project area. A few segments of Holt
Boulevard were improved by adjacent new develop-
ment. This new development included the mixed use
Downtown Civic Center project, retail and hotel services
near the Hospitality District (Vineyard Avenue) and many
new public uses such as a United States Post Office,
Social Security Administration, and San Bernardino
County Child Protective Services.

On January 26, 2010, the City Council took a major step
towards its future with the adoption of The Ontario Plan
(www.ontarioplan.org). The Ontario Plan (TOP) serves
as the city’s new business plan and includes a long-
term vision and a principle-based policy plan (General
Plan). The central themes of this vision are: Prosperity
by Design, Sustainable Development, and Complete

HIEH
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Figure 1-1: Study Limits and Proposed Street Classification / Right of Way requirements

Community. The City has made a commitment to sus-
tainability by focusing future growth within walkable,
compact development in growth areas of the City. TOP

identifies Holt Boulevard as a focused growth area with- —
in two distinct mixed-use areas. Holt Boulevard is iden- Buildout High Intensity Buildout
. . . L. . Roadway Segment Lanes/Classification Capacity | Volume v/C LOS | Volume v/C LOS
tlfled by The Onta”o Plan as a six |ane dIV|ded arterlal Holt Boulevard West of Mountain Ave. 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 14,092 0.29 A 15,036 0.31 A
(see Figure 1-1 and Table 1-1). The divided arterial des- Mountain Ave. to San Antonio Ave. 6 Lane Standard Arterial | 49,000 | 13,134 | 027 | a [ 15152 | 031 | A
. . . , . San Antonio Ave. to Euclid Ave. (SR-83) 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 | 34,282 | 0.70 B | 39,127 | 0.80 c
Ignatlon reqUIreS one hundred twenty (1 20 ) fOOt rlght Euclid Ave. (SR-83) to Campus Ave. 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 37,672 0.77 C 47,955 0.98 E
of way, with six (6) moving lanes and fourteen (’] 4) foot Campus Ave. to Grove Ave. 6 Lane Standard Arterial | 49,000 | 34,265 | 0.70 | B | 40,642 | 0.83 | D
. . . . . Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 | 43,019 0.88 D 58,041 1.18 F
medlan for p|ant| ng and |eft_turns The eXlStI ng r'ght‘Of‘ Vineyard Ave. to Convention Center Way 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 51,410 1.05 F 70,074 1.43 F
way is 80 feet Wlde at the corner Of HOlt BlVd and EUC'Id East of Convention Center Way 6 Lane Standard Arterial 49,000 | 52,252 | 1.07 F | 75,663 | 1.54 F

Avenue (Historic Downtown) and extends to18 feet wide

. Table 1-1: ROW for Holt in “The Ontario Plan”
east of Vineyard Avenue.

Chapter One ® Introduction ¢ Page #3
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1.8 Complete Streets Legislation

On  September 30, 2008, Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill 1358, the
California Complete Streets Act. The act states: “In or-
der to fulfill the commitment to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, make the most efficient use of urban land and
transportation infrastructure, and improve public health
by encouraging physical activity, transportation plan-
ners must find innovative ways to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) and to shift from short trips in the auto-
mobile to biking, walking and use of public transit.” The
act requires circulation and roadway planning efforts to
provide for a balanced, multi-modal transportation net-
work that meets the needs of all users of the streets,
roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel in a
manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban
context of the general plan. The "users of streets, roads,
and highways” means bicyclists, children, persons with
disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pe-
destrians, users of public transportation, and seniors.

Complete streets accommodate transit, walking, sit-
ting, cycling and better interfaces with adjacent land
uses

Page #4 e Introduction ® Chapter One

Many buildings are near the current 80’ right of way
nearest Euclid

1.9 Project Focus

The Ontario Plan (TOP General Plan), projected growth
throughout the city, especially along empty lots found
along Holt Boulevard. As a result of TOP, Holt was clas-
sified as a six lane arterial, with a proposed right of
way of 120’ (see Figure 1-1 and Table 1-1). This recom-
mendation is not completely consistent with AB 1358,
Complete Streets legislation, and is also problematic for
the large number of historic and older buildings round
along Holt Boulevard. These competing factors put
Holt Boulevard on a collision course between providing
consistency with the General Plan, accommodating all
modes of travel and protecting cultural and architectur-
al resources. The focus of this study is to resolve these
conflicts and find a balance between these mandates.

HIEH
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1.10 Project Development Team

During monthly Project Development Team (PDT) meet-
ings, the consultant team was provided with input and
direction regarding the overall approach, issue identifi-
cation, solutions and final recommendations. This team
was composed of:

Rudy Zeledon: Ontario- Senior Planner

Jerry Blum: Ontario- Planning Director

Tom Danna: Ontario-Traffic / Transportation Manager
Louis Abi-Younes: Ontario- City Engineer

Melissa Ramirez: Ontario- Police

Robert Watson: Ontario- Police

Cathy Wahlstrom: Ontario- Principal Planner

Charity Hernandez: Ontario- Redevelopment Mgr
Carolyn Bell: Ontario- Landscape Planner

Julie Bjork: Ontario- Housing Director

Mauricio Diaz: Ontario- Principal Engineer

Sheldon Yu: Ontario- Senior Associate Engineer
Diane Ayala: Ontario- Associate Planner, Planning
Mike Eskander: Ontario- Principal Engineering
Roberto Perez: Ontario- Parks & Maintenance Supervisor

Daniel Kopulsky: Caltrans, Chief, Dev. Review
Rebecca Forbes: Caltrans Contract Manager

John Chiu: Caltrans, Caltrans Community Planner

Rohan Kuruppu: OmniTrans- Director of Planning
Anna Rahtz: OmniTrans- Planner Manager

This team met a total of 13 times.

Table 1-1: Community Input from the
PDT and the CAC

1.11 Citizens Advisory Committee

A citizens panel was formed to provide broader input
into the project. This committee met after the first work-
shop for five meetings. This team was made up of:

Octavio Vasquez- Business Owner

Peter Boor — Resident

Skip Pace- Resident

Erina Higa- Resident

Judy Taylor- Resident

Jonathan Edwards — Bethel Church Pastor/Resident
Javier Gomez- Resident

This committee met a total of 5 times following other
PDT meetings.

1.12 Project Vision Statement

The project vision statement was prepared first by the
Project Development Team. They were asked to provide
important phrases and issues and then the consultant
team wordsmithed these phrases into a draft vision
statement. This vision statement was run through the
first public workshop and then again by the Citizens
Advisory Committee. The final vision statement vetted
to the public and the project committees is shown in
Table 1-3.

1.13 Project Supporting Objectives

In order to support the broad vision for the project, a
number of objectives were identified and vetted through
the two committees as well as the public workshops. A
range of topics were used and various timeframes were
considered. These objectives can be seen on Table 1-4.

Table 1-1: Project Vision Statement

PROJECT VISION STATEMENT

Input on this Vision Statement originated with City of Ontario Staff, members of the Project

Development Committee, and the general public as captured at the first open house. Every-

one involved has indicated that they want was is best for the Boulevard as long as it follows
the following general direction:

y 2020, Holt Boulevard will evolve into a Street with highly visible

changes in the public right-of-way that reflect or preserve historical

buildings and spaces along the corridor, while creating new buildings and

public spaces that support increased activity along the Boulevard.

fforts will focus on leveraging public investments that will encourage

private investments that, will in turn, help to redevelop the area while

supporting current businesses and services.

treet improvements will recognize current and future demand for

vehicular traffic while safely accommodating and encouraging other

roadway users including transit, walking and biking. Creating friendly,

sustainable, and safe public spaces should be a top priority.

he treatments of the Boulevard do not have to be consistent along its

full length, rather solutions can be concentrated at important nodes,

districts or gateways & should be sensitive to local context & issues.

Chapter One ® Introduction ¢ Page #5
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Table 1-1: Project Vision Statement

Near-term (2015) Maintenance Objective: In the near term, Holt Boulevard will continue to show signs of investment through physical improvements that signal to investors and

Mid-term (2020) Transit & Traffic Objective: Holt Boulevard will create a walkable and bikeable environment that supports transit use in the corridor while still having efficient traffic

property owners that it is safe to invest. Other positive signs of change can result from code enforcement, maintenance programs, litter control, graffiti removal, signage

Q

regulations, consistent redevelopment priorities, and strong business organizations, as well as appropriate policies, zoning and design guidelines to facilitate positive changes.

movement. The improvements should recognize the substantial investment planned for transit in the corridor and how Holt Boulevard needs to encourage transit supportive

04

development that will result in increased transit ridership around potential transit stations.

Long-term (2030) Investment Objective: In the long-term, the corridor will improve the physical and economic conditions to a point where investors, property owners, residents and

customers will all want to come to and engage in activities and uses along the corridor. The area needs to involve and evolve with the local business community and coincide

0o

with interests in downtown revitalization, the airport, the convention center and transit investments.

Economic Objective: The public investments will increase private investments that will spur additional smart growth that will, in turn, increase the tax base, provide transit riders for
the transit investments, contribute funds for business and maintenance districts and support long term stability of businesses along the corridor.

C

Mobility Objective: Holt Boulevard will balance the uses of the street through improvements that increase pedestrian and bike safety, calms and accommodates current levels of

traffic, and prioritizes transit mobility along the corridor.

)

Historic Objective: The history of the corridor will be invigorated through new period signage, building preservation, facade enhancements, interpretive panels, entry
monumentation, public art, lighting and banner systems.

E

Urban Forest Objective: The streetscape design will reduce urban heat island gain, sequester carbon dioxide, provide shade, capture and treat urban runoff, increase edge friction
for traffic calming and reinforce a positive green character for the street.

>

Civic Objective: The improvements along Holt Boulevard will establish a positive entrance to the City from the freeways, rail lines and airport. These improvements will also support
> & the civic role of Euclid Avenue and City Center.

=

Environmental Objective: The project will serve to improve the quality of water runoff, micro-climate temperatures and air quality through urban forestry, best management practices
'\ for low impact development, by improving traffic efficiency through the corridor and by supporting a land use pattern that will reduce vehicle miles traveled by providing choices

@

for living, working, shopping, playing, learning and interacting within complete neighborhoods and communities.

Design Objective: The corridor will be aesthetically improved and wayfinding will be increased through the use of entry monument gateways, historic theming and special node
Y treatments that define districts of different uses.

&
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CHAPTER

2. EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 Roadway Conditions

The existing roadway conditions are important to note
in order to understand how Holt Boulevard can be trans-
formed into a “Complete Street”. This chapter consists
mostly of maps, the best way to better understand and
communicate the conditions of the roadway and its im-
mediate environment.

2.1.1 Study Area Street Classifications

As seen on Figure 2-1, Holt Boulevard is classified as a
Principal Arterial. This general plan designation found in
the circulation element recommends that the street be
improved to 6 lanes of travel with an ultimate width of
120 feet for its right of way.

2.1.2 Roadway Right of Way Widths

As noted on Figure 2-2, the existing right of way widths
range dramatically from slightly less than 80 feet out
to a maximum width of 50 feet east of Vineyard. The
historical width of the corridor was likely 80 feet, found
mostly from Bonita, eastward to Euclid, then again from
Pleasant to Allyn, with one more residual 80 foot width
found from Imperial, partway to Corona. Very few areas
have been improved out to the 120 foot standard ex-
cept a portion of a block from Plum to Sultana, from
Grove to Allyn and from Corona to the end of the study
area.

2.1.3 Typical Curb to Curb

The total road width by itself does not tell the full sto-
ry. The individual lanes and walkways are much more
important. A total of 12 cross sections have been cut
through the study area and shown on Figure 2-3.

2.1.4 Lanes

The number of lanes of travel (counting both directions)
is shown on Figure 2-4. Some areas, such as alley ways,
are classified as having only one lane, all the way out
to a seven lane road, which is really three lanes in each
direction with one turn pocket lane. Most of Holt is four
lanes (two in each direction) without a special turn pock-
et lane. A small portion from San Antonio to Bonita con-
tains a dual turn pocket lane and has been classified as a
seven lane arterial, though a total of seven lanes do not
currently exist.

2.2 Street Edge Form

The roadway lanes are really just the part of a street
dedicated to moving vehicles (trucks, buses, cars and
bikes). However, the edge of the roadway, beyond the
curb, also supports function and form.

2.2.1 Street Trees

One function of a street is often to provide an urban
forestry edge or street tree area that helps to provide an
appropriate scale for a street
and to provide a safer and
more comfortable walking
environment for pedestrians.
Figure 2-5 shows the current
inventory of street trees con-
sisting of palm trees, small
canopy trees and more ma-
ture trees classified as large
canopy trees. The size of the
dots on the maps are some-
what indicative of the overall
size of the tree.

2.2.2 Lighting Fixtures

Lighting is both an important safety element as well as a
character defining element of the street edge. Figure 2-6
shows the location and type of fixture. Most of Holt con-
tains a concrete cobra style pole, with metal poles found
just east of Euclid to Sultana (associated with the new
residential development) and then again at the far east
end past Vineyard, improved as part of the Convention
Center and associated hotels. In general, the lighting is
relatively good along Holt, though many dark areas ex-
ist and the variety of the poles and lighting fixtures does
little to establish a consistent character along the route.

2.2.3 Street Furnishings
There is very little in the way of street furnishings such as
benches and trash receptacles found along Holt.

2.2.4 Signage
Signage has been primarily limited to regulatory signs
and only a few direction signs exist.

2.3 Urban Form
The urban form consists of the relationship of building
masses interfacing the roadway and streetscape edges.

2.3.1 Building Massing

Remnants of a few traditional business districts ex-
ists from San Antonio to Euclid and then again from
Lemon to Allyn. Some of these blocks have a consistent
street wall, typically only 8-12" feet from the curb edge.
However, the corridor has such a large percentage of
empty lots that there is not consistent form of building
massing. Only the few blocks from Vine to Euclid read as
an intact business district.

2.3.2 General Building Heights

Buildings are typically single story with high ceilings and
parapet walls making the structure appear to be ap-
proximately
12'-15" tall.
New  de-
velopment
has created

some two
and three
story  res-

idential units just east of Euclid.
Various different purpose build-
ings appear to be above 20’ in
height, although they may not
actually contain a second floor. A
number of older homes are two
story and a few are three story
“Victorian” period estates.

.
_

2.3.3 Building Setbacks

Consistent  building  set-
backs do not exist. A 10
standard appears to have
existed at one point. A
more current standard is 12’
6", including the face of the
curb which is 6” wide.

2.3.4 Empty Lots

Of the several hundred parcels found along Holt
Boulevard in the study area, a significant number, above
40%, are empty lots. Some of these lots contained build-
ings that have since been demolished, while others con-
tain land uses not requiring a structure, or the structure is
on one parcel with other uses on the next parcel. Some
of the land area is currently related to agricultural row
crops, while other
agricultural land has
been  abandoned.
The sparse nature
of development rep-
resents both a lia-
bility for urban form
and active uses,
while at the same
time represents an
opportunity for infill
development.

2.3.5 Landmarks

A few landmarks (highly visible structures) exist along
the corridor, some of which are historic in nature, many
of which are vintage signs, and a few that are architec-
tural forms and historical structures, mostly on each side
of Euclid.

_
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2.3.6 Perceived Districts

A district or a node is a planning term for an area of land
that has consistent character, urban form, architectural
styles, scale and other building elements that help to tie
it together into a unit. The intent of this study is to iden-
tify and enhance districts that may already exist. This will
be done through the use of signage in the form of entry
gateways. It will also be accomplished through the use
of a district marker in the center of the district associat-
ed with potential transit improvements being discussed
under this plan (see subsequent chapters). Note that the
district names used on Figure 2-7 are the initial naming
of these districts that have been refined into formal dis-
trict names discussed in subsequent chapters. This goes
not only for the district, but also for the proposed transit
station naming, referred to here as “ports.”

Given the historical nature of the corridor and the rem-
nant structures that represent different periods of time,
a pattern of districts emerged during discussions and
field work.

The “Auto-Cultural District” (later referred to as the
Roadside District) is indicative of the roadside auto
oriented businesses that existed from Benson to San
Antonio and partially to Vine from the 1920s to the
1950s. The area still consists of a dominance of auto-ori-
ented businesses of varying scales and functions.
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The “Downtown-Cultural District” (later referred to as
the Downtown District) includes many of the historic
buildings and the business district from Vine past Euclid
and over to Sultanta. This district could also extend
down as far at Campus, depending on character defin-
ing structures and historical research. That area is not
within the scope of this study. The Downtown District is
the anchor to the overall corridor and represents the his-
torical and business center of Ontario. Many buildings
in this area are historic and the business district is intact,
though not economically stable at this point in time. The
urban form of this district is dense but of a human scale.
The architectural variety is also a positive feature.

The “Agri-Cultural District” (later referred to as the Grove
District) is made up of the agricultural businesses, pack-
ing houses, wine vintners, and farm and ranch houses
that dominated in this area. Many of these structures are
gone or have had a building added in front of them that
obscures the original farm house. The area appeared to
evolve from a residential district to a roadside district
as evidenced by the number of front building add ons.
This district could extend as far to the east as the West
Cucamonga Creek or even nearly to Corona.

The “Neo-Cultural District” (later referred to as the
Aviation District) is made up of the new elements found
at the east end of the study area, primarily related to the
airport and the visitor / tourism industry. The Convention
Center is the dominant structure in this area, along with
some of the larger hotels and various airport structures
visible from the end of the study area.
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2.4 Building Character
A dominant factor that affects the overall perception
and image of a street relates to the adjacent buildings.

2.4.1 Historic Periods

Ontario has a very extensive historical background and
has many great examples of early pioneer days, agricul-
tural farm houses, early schools, civic facilities and land-
mark recreational facilities. In the study area, most of the
history is related to early farm houses, row housing and
business development. After the agricultural expansion
of the area, Holt Boulevard became a major thorough-
fare as a highway and many roadside developments and
auto oriented businesses began to spring up. These
areas coalesced into a few business districts, with rem-
nants still remaining today. Most of the recent history
of the area has not contributed to development along
the corridor, except at the east end. The west end has
tended to stay auto-oriented, but because large dealer-
ships have collocated in the region, these auto oriented
businesses have become a second tier of used cars and
parts, with a few specialty repair and fabrication shops
scattered along the corridor.

2.4.2 Historic Designations

More recently, the City of Ontario has been inventory-
ing and classifying historic resources. Figure 2-8 shows
the designations along the corridor. Many fall between
a clearly historic and a potentially historic categorization
system. The Tier 1 and 2 buildings all have the character
and historicity necessary to designate
them as historic, but many have not yet
been so designated. Tier three facilities
may be related to historic districts or
may not be intact as much as the Tier
One or Two facilities. However, it gen-
erally takes a few buildings that have a
historic character in order to establish
a historic district, even if on their own,
these buildings do not meet the criteria
for historical designation.

2.4.3 Buildings of Character

Even though a building has been substantially altered
or is not considered to be historic based on age, any
building can contribute to the uniqueness of an area or
can combine with other buildings of character to estab-
lish a design district. Holt Boulevard has a number of
buildings that are unique but do not qualify for historic
designation. These buildings should be considered im-
portant, although all will not be able to be saved given
the expansion requirements of the roadway.

2.5 Existing Driving Conditions

The general conditions of the roadway are adequate for
drivers, though the change in width is sometimes abrupt
and the sporadic on-street parking creates an always
changing edge environment, which is not particularly
troublesome considering it does aid in traffic calming.
Overall, the very wide nature of the roadway, as well as
the limited on-street parking and vacant land uses, com-
bine to create more of a speedway thoroughfare rath-
er than a traffic calmed destination street that supports
multiple-modes and adjacent businesses.

Some on-street parking exists, but in areas where the
ROW is only 80, on-
street parking is prohib-
ited. Further east and
west from downtown,
the blocks are typical-
ly designed with park-
ing lots fronting onto
the street with build-
ing placement setback
from the street.

Based on fieldwork and
as seen in the photos
below, congestion s
rarely a problem along
the roadway segments.
Congestion does some-
times occur at major in-
tersections such as Holt
and Euclid as shown
below.

2.5.1 Vehicular Average
Daily Traffic-Segment
Figure 2-9 is a summary
of the volumes of traf-
fic that utilize Holt on a
daily average basis. As
can be seen from this
figure, adjacent streets
carry much lower levels
of traffic.

2.5.2 Vehicular Peak Conditions
Figure 2-10 indicates the AM and PM volumes of traffic
during peak hours.
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2.6 Existing Walking Conditions

Walking along Holt Boulevard is generally problem-
atic depending on which segment you are walking. In
general, the area is lacking destinations that would war-
rant pedestrians in the first place. Second, the roadway
width and lack of safe pedestrian crossings makes the
street a divider street, limiting walkers to one side of
the street or another. A significant portion of the boule-
vard is lacking in sidewalks or contains a variety of poor
walkway conditions. Many
locations have on-street
parking, but most are emp-
ty or segments do not al-
low parking because of the
narrow ROW. Street trees
are mostly missing. Some
of the pedestrian crossing,
such as the one shown to
the right, are high risk since they require all four lanes of
vehicular travel to stop and yield, which is highly unlike-
ly. This type of crossing is considered to be a multi-lane/
multi-threat condition where one vehicle may stop, but
it might block the view of the pedestrian, so that an
overtaking vehicle may not see the pedestrian crossing.

All of these factors combine
to make Holt Boulevard a
pedestrian unfriendly loca-
tion. However, with chang-
es in future land use, an in-
crease in the number of safe
crossing points and the addi-
tion of street trees and street
furnishings, the area could be more pedestrian friendly
without a great deal of difficulty.

2.6.1 Pedestrian ADT
Figure 2-12 indicates the number pedestrians counted
in specific areas based on field

counts taken. They are shown
as AM and PM peaks.

2.6.2 Walkway Facilities
The location of existing side-
walks are shown on Figure 2-13.
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2.6.3 Ped. / Vehicular Collisions

Based on statewide records and from information col-
lected from SANBAG and the City of Ontario, collisions
were mapped on Figure 2-14. These collisions involve a
vehicle and a pedestrian. Two fatalities and 12 injuries
occurred in the study area from 2006-2011. The colli-
sions tend to be concentrated near Euclid, as well as
Campus, which has limited crossings.

2.7 Existing Cycling Conditions
Cycling along Holt can be
challenging due to the nar-
row outer lanes in some lo-
cations, the on-street park-
ing in other locations, and
the general high speed of
the street along most of
the study area.

When parking is not present in legal on-street parking
zones, then adequate bike to vehicle buffer width exists
(generally considered to
be a 4’ area next to a 12
lane, which allows a car to
pass with 3" of clearance if
they move to the left side
of the lane. Of the cyclists
seen, many choose to ride
on the sidewalk instead of
the road, or they tend to hug the curb line or stay too
close to parked cars within the door zone, and area that
can be dangerous for cyclists.

2.7.1 Bike ADT
Figure 2-15 indicates the location of cyclists noted
during the fieldwork phase.

2.7.2 Bike Collisions

Figure 2-16 shows the loca-
tions of vehicle to bike ac-
cidents that have occurred
from 2006 to 2011. A total of
12 crashes were noted with
no fatalities.

2.8 Existing Transit Rider Conditions

Holt Boulevard has a high level of use for transit, with
much of it on standard bus routes, with very limited tran-
sit stop amenities. Ridership is high primarily because
of the socio-economic conditions that result in low car
ownership and a higher reliance on transit.

2.8.1 Transit Routes

OmniTrans provides a high level of standard bus ser-
vices along Holt Boulevard, including the 80, 63 and the
61 routes. These routes are shown on Figure 2-17.

2.8.2 Transit Use Levels

According to data from OmniTrans, ridership is relative-
ly high on this corridor. Figure 2-18 shows the number of
boardings and alightings. The highest volumes are near
Euclid on the 80 and 61 routes.

2.8.3 Transit Use Levels at
Peak Periods

Figure 2-19 shows the
peak hour of transit use
in the AM and PM. A high
level of morning and af-
ternoon peak transit use
occurs around Euclid and

Mountain Avenues.

2.8.4 Transit Stations

The current transit stations are shown on Figure 2-20.
This map also shows the walktime zones located around
each station, based on
a 2.5 mph walking pace
and the existing walk-
way network. If gaps ex-
ist, then the Geographic
Information Systems
(GIS) network analysis
calculates a longer alter-
native route.

2.8.5 Walk Time Zones with Existing Densities

As shown on Figure 2-21, the same walktime zones
shown on Figure 2-20 have been overlaid on top of res-
idential densities found in the area.

2.9 Land Use & Population

Figure 2-22 shows the existing land use of the study
area. Commercial uses along the corridor include a mix
of auto-oriented and strip commercial retail and fast
food uses. There are also single and multi-family resi-
dential developments and churches.

Figure 2-23 shows the projected land uses as identi-
fied in the Ontario Plan using the Preferred Land Use
Scenario. Significant changes are proposed for the east
end of the study area with major mixed use infill uses.
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Figure 2-1: Existing Street Classification
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Figure 2-1: Existing Rights-of-Way
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Figure 2-1: Curb to Curb Dimensions

R.O.W. 105’ R.O.W. 98’ R.O.W. 103’
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R.O.W. 80’ R.O.W. 96’

R.O.W. 91’
SECTION 4 SECTION 5 EESZI;I/OPLIL\IIMé
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R.O.W. 92' R.O.W. 87
SECTION 7 SECTION 8 SECTION 9
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SECTION 10 SECTION 11 SECTION 12
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Figure 2-1: Existing Total Travel Lanes (1-lane is one way, alley or very narrow 2 way)
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Figure 2-1: Existing Street Trees
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Figure 2-1: Existing Street Lights
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Figure 2-1: Perceived Districts
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Figure 2-1: Historic Buildings
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Average Daily Vehicular Trips {ADTs) 5,001 - 10,000 Mye 20,001 -25.000

Figure 2-1: Existing Average Daily Trips Along Roadway Segments
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Figure 2-1: Existing Intersection Average Daily Trips (ADT)
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Figure 2-1: Vehicle Collisions
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Figure 2-1: Existing Pedestrian Volumes (Trips)
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Figure 2-1: Existing Sidewalk Infrastructure (Walkways)
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Figure 2-1: Pedestrian / Vehicular Related Collisions

(Total Injuries = 12)

(Total Fatalities = 2)
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Figure 2-1: Bike Volumes (Trips)
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Figure 2-1: Bike / Vehicle Related Collisions
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Figure 2-1: Existing OmniTrans Bus Routes

Page #30 ¢ Existing Conditions ¢ Chapter Two WTG



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Figure 2-1: Transit User Volumes
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Figure 2-1: Peak Transit Boardings and Alightings
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Figure 2-1: Walk Times to Existing Standard Bus Routes
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Figure 2-1: Walk Times Overlaid on Existing Density
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Figure 2-1: Existing Land Uses
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Figure 2-1: Proposed Land Use (The Ontario Plan: General Plan)
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C HAPTER Figure 3-1: Overview and Existing Location of the 18 Intersections Counted

od | |

3. ANALYSIS

3.1 Driving Condition Analysis

Fehr & Peers conducted a traffic count and subsequent
traffic analysis and multi-modal levels of service for Holt
Boulevard in 2011. The traffic counts were conducted
starting on Thursday November 17, 2011.

Figure 3-1 indicates the scope of the traffic count as
well as the intersections covered. Because of possible
re-routing of congestion related traffic flow to State
Street to the south, three State Street intersections were
counted as well. The location of all of these counts are
shown on the bottom half of Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-2 provides an overview of the four major inter-
sections along Holt that have the highest volumes. The
diagrams show the turning movements found at these
intersections. The charts display not only the vehicular
movements, but also the bike and pedestrian counts.
The location of the four major intersections are shown
on the bottom half of Figure 3-2.

Vehicular speeds range from 40 mph to 50 mph.
Conditions along Holt Blvd. vary substantial from east
to west. These conditions include non-standard drive
approaches, varying widths of right-of-way, narrow side-
walks, absence of street trees (parkways), lack of pedes-
trian-oriented amenities (bus shelters and/or transit pla-
zas), and limited access to non-vehicular modes, such as
bicycle, bus and rail travel.
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Figure 3-1: Location of the Four Highest Volume Intersections
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Mountain Avenue, AM Peak Euclid Avenue AM Peak Grove Avenue AM Peak Vineyard Avenue, AM Peak
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Mountain Avenue, PM Peak Euclid Avenue PM Peak Grove Avenue, PM Peak Vineyard Avenue, PM Peak
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Table 3-1: Vehicular Peak Start Times

Table 3-1: Peak Volumes for Vehicles for All Intersections

Table 3-1: Peak Start Times for All Modes

3.1.1 Periods of Traffic

Table 3-1 indicates the AM and PM peak start times for vehicular traffic.
Table 3-2 shows the peak AM and PM volumes combined. Table 3-3 com-
pares the peak AM and PM start times for all modes. These peak periods
are similar to others within the region, although slightly a bit earlier in the
afternoon peak. The bike and pedestrian AM peaks are slightly later than
the vehicular peaks, indicating a desire to not be on the road at the same
time as the vehicular peak or may be due to shorter commute times that
allow them to still arrive at their destinations by 8:00 AM. Some of the
AM pedestrian peaks seem to be related to transit users and the need for
early bus connections, although volumes are spread across the peak peri-
od probably because of transit alightings walking to their destinations as
opposed to origins starting this late. The PM peak of cyclists is sometimes
earlier than vehicular peaks potentially due to the time of year the counts
were taken.

3.1.2 Existing Average Daily Traffic Summary

The average daily trips (ADT) along Holt Blvd. goes from 16,200 at the west
end and up to 21,199 towards the east end near Imperial Avenue (see Figure
3-3 and Figure 3-4).

3.1.3 Current Levels of Service at Intersections

An analysis of the traffic counts was conducted by Fehr & Peers and the
resulting levels of service are shown on Figure 3-5. Most intersections are
operating at a very acceptable level of B or C, with only a few higher volume
intersections operating at a level of service D at the PM peak periods. These
intersections include Mountain, Euclid and Grove. Grove also has some lev-
el of congestion in the AM peak period.

3.1.4 Current Levels of Service along Segments

Applying capacity to street geometry has resulted in an evaluation of level
of service for roadway segments. No map was provided since all roadway
segments function currently at an acceptable level of service.

3.1.5 Future Build Out-Projected ADT

Future ADT along Holt Blvd. will range between 15,000 - 70,000 trips based
on the Ontario Plan Build Out Scenario (see Figure 3-6). This scenario proj-
ects a much higher level of traffic at the east end of the study area and a low
to no increase in traffic at the west end of the study area.

3.1.6 Future Build Out with TDM

Depending on the proposed BRT system, and the implementation of adopt-
ed Transportation Demand Management policies, Fehr & Peers projected
a lowered vehicular trip generation rate of about 15%. Most of this will de-
pend on future development taking advantage of their location next to the
high level of service Bus Rapid Transit System proposed by OmniTrans. This
reduction will not happen unless policies are changed into action items and
implementation requirements for new major development. The projected
volumes of traffic based on TOP Build Out Scenario is shown on Figure 3-7.

3.1.7 Future Preferred Ontario Plan Projected ADT

The projected traffic volumes for the Preferred Land Use Scenario have been
shown on Figure 3-8. Note that the west end volumes have grown while the
east end volumes have decreased from 70,000 to roughly 60,000 trips.

3.1.8 Adjustments to Projections Assuming BRT / TDM
Using the same 15% reduction of trips based on the BRT and other TDM
measures, the reduced volumes have been shown on Figure 3-9.

3.1.9 Vehicular Level of Service for the Preferred Scenario with TDM measures

A roadway segment level of service analysis was conducted by Fehr & Peers
using the Preferred Scenario with the assumption that BRT, transit oriented
development and other TDM measures would be implemented in the fu-
ture. The levels of service are shown on Figure 3-10. This level of service has
been placed on the existing roadway geometry, lane configurations, and re-
sults in an unacceptable level of service for vehicles. This analysis concludes
that some changes are therefore necessary for the roadway configurations,
and that the TDM measures and the BRT system are needed to improve the
LOS for the east end of the corridor.
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Table 3-1: All Intersections, Bike Volumes- Peak Hours Table 3-1: Summary of Pedestrian and Bike Volume, PM Peak Table 3-1: Vehicular Volumes for Three Intersections on State Street

Table 3-1: Pedestrian and Bike Volume, AM Peak Table 3-1: Peak Pedestrian Volumes Table 3-1: Traffic Counts for the Highest Volume Intersection on State

Grove Avenue @ State
- :

Grove Avenue @ State
Street, PM Peak
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Figure 3-1: Existing Vehicular Average Daily Traffic
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Figure 3-1: Vehicular Volumes Along Roadway Segments

Page #42 o Analysis ® Chapter Three WTG



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Figure 3-1: Vehicular Level of Service at Intersections
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Figure 3-1: Average Daily Traffic ¢ Future Build Out Scenario
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Figure 3-1: Average Daily Traffic ¢ Reduced Build Out Using Transportation Demand Management Policies & Techniques
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Figure 3-1: Average Daily Traffic ¢ Preferred Option from the Ontario General Plan
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Figure 3-1: Average Daily Traffic ¢ Preferred Plan with TDM Reductions
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Figure 3-1: General Plan Preferred Scenario ® Projected Levels of Service with TDM Measures Included
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3.2 Walking Level of Service Analysis

In order to provide a balanced complete street, levels
of service need to be analyzed for all modes. Walking
levels of service are mostly determined by the walking
environment, the amount of traffic next to walking ar-
eas and the speed at which this traffic is traveling. Street
crossing safety and convenience are also taken into
account.

3.2.1 Current Levels of Service Inputs for Walking
Table 3-10 highlights the variable assumptions used to
determine level of service for pedestrians.

Table 3-1: Methodology for LOS for Pedestrians

Table 3-1: Methodology
for LOS for Bikes

Additional S
From To EB Comments WB C t Segment C ts From To EB Comments WB C ] C
Vacant lots between Benson and Oak 16' slow lane, can accommodate 5' | 17" slow lane, can accommodate é' {No bike racks visible. Good
missing sidewalks and are not consistently ) ) ) ) . o
placed with respect to rest of block, not bike lane. On-street parking bike lane. On-street parking pavement conditions. Speed limit is
ADA compliant, has obstructions. Good Benson Ave Mountain Ave observed. observed. 50 mph.
sidewalk and landscaping from Oak Ave to| ~ Segments of missing sidewalks.
Mountain Ave. Landscaping obstructs | Landscape in poor condition. In
driver/ped view of each other in some  some areas, width of |  median at X No bike racks visible. Good
areas. Crosswalks at both intersections. On, be shortened to provide wider |Crosswalks and curb ramps present Slow lane width varies from 12-30'. | 17" slow lane can accommodate 6' {pavement conditions. Speed limit is
Benson Ave Mountain Ave street parking observed. sidewalk. Electrical pole obstructions. at major ints.

Mountain Ave

San Antonio Ave

Walkway provided into commercial Tot
Varying street widiths create driver and
ped obstructed views of each other.
Sidewalk curbs not aligned. Lack of
landscaping. No consistency along entire
block. Small gaps of sidewalk

Lighting obstruction. Lack of
landscaping. Gaps of sidewalk.

Varying roadway x-section
Crosswalk in SB and EB direction at
Granite Ave. Street lighting present.
Crosswalks and curb ramps present
atints.

One small gap of sidewalk. Lack of

Crosswalks at all major and minor
ints., except for in SB direction at
Bonita Ct. Varying lane widths

Curbs are not aligned.
Approx. 18" slow lane, can

Mountain Ave | San Antonio Ave

San Antonio Ave Euclid Ave accommodate bike lane.

bike lane.
Approx. 18' slow lane, can
accommodate bike lane.

50 mph. Varying roadway x-section.

Varying lane widths

Varyin street width. Can
accommodate bike lane between
Euclid Ave

Campus Ave Sultana Ave and Campus Ave.

Approx. 17" slow lane can
accommodate bike

No bike racks visible. Good
pavement conditions.

Approx. 20" slow lane, can

Campus Ave Bon View Ave accommodate bike lane.

Approx. 17" slow lane, can

Approx. 20" slow lane, can
accommodate bike lane.
Approx. 17" slow lane, can

40 mph. No bike racks visible.
Good pavement conditions.
No bike racks visible. Good

3.2.2 Current Levels of Service Results for Walking
Refer to Table 3-13 and Figure 3-11 to see the Level of
Service for Pedestrians along different segments of Holt

Boulevard.

Bon View Ave

Grove Ave

San Antonio Ave | Euclid Ave | Complete sidewalk. Lack of landscaping. landscaping Lighting present.
Complete sidewalk. Lack of landscaping
Varying roadway x-sections. EB crosswalk | Complete sidewalk network. Varying
at every intersection. Long N/S crossing at|  widths of sidwalks. Lack of | Crosswalks at all major and minor

Plum Ave. Sidewalk gaps on few minor landscaping. Crosswalks at major and|ints in E/W direction. Lighting
Euclid Ave Campus Ave streets leading to Holt minor streets. present
Complete sidewalk. Almost no
CampusAve | BonViewAve | Complete sidewalk. No landscaping. landscaping Lighting present.

No, or gaps of missing sidewalk. No
landscaping.

No, or gaps of missing sidewalk. No |Lighting could be more evenly
landscaping spaced. On-street parking.

Grove Ave

Vineyard Ave

WB crosswalk at Corona. Sidewalk
gaps at vacant lots, lack of
Iandscaping. Obstructions.

Varying widths of sidewalk. Lack of
landscaping. No sidewalk on long stretch
of vacant land. Obstructions.

Lighting present. Raised median at
Vineyard,

Table 3-1: Methodology for LOS for Transit

Bon View Ave Gove Ave accommodate bike lane. accommodate bike lane. pavement conditions.
Approx. 20' slow lane, can Approx. 20" slow lane, can No bike racks visible. Good
Gove Ave Vineyard Ave accommodate bike lane. accommodate bike lane. pavement conditions.

3.3 Cycling Level of Service Analysis

The range of cyclists and their capability is very broad.
For this level of analysis, adjacent lane volumes, speeds,
and geometry of the lane are taken into account.

3.3.1 Current Levels of Service Inputs for Cycling
Table 3-11 highlights the variable assumptions used to
determine level of service for cyclists.

3.3.2 Current Levels of Service for Cycling

3.3.5 Ride Time Analysis of the Center of the Study Area
GIS was used to determine the typical distance that an
average cyclist should be able to reach given the current
street network. Figure 3-15 shows a 15-minute ride time
from the center of the study area at Holt and Euclid.
These ride times have been overlaid on top of popula-
tion densities and existing land uses.

3.4 Transit Level of Service Analysis

= We | Tota Refer to Table 3-13 and Figure 3-12 to see the Level of  Level of service analysis for transit users includes the
From To EB WB EB Comments Stops WB Comments Stops | Stops . . . . . .
ot 1 S e o e v o o st s oy ]| 0T S, Gt ol v o g o e Service for Pedestrians along different segments of Holt  transit services offered, the level of congestion affect
with no shade, stop is used by less than 1,500 people a year, No separate ROW, Allows for connectivity to access, bench in immediate sidewalk path, no trees or shade, stop is used by less than H ; H ;
1| BensonAve | Mountain Ave | E o | " Stop 15 used oy +>P9 people a year, o sep ' Y 111,500 people a year, No separate ROW, Allows for connectivity to Route 68 1.7 miles away,| 1 2 Boulevard Ing the transit Operatlons and a ﬂumber Of convenience,
Routes 80 & 63 one stop away, 15 min Headways, adjacent to a bunch of run down auto repair places, .
ek o 15 min Headways, adjacent to a bunch of run down auto repair places, dealerships, vacant .. . . ..
P o densiy rescentil, probably prery sketchy at igh lotsan igh deiyresidetil,probablyprty sketcy ot right safety and amenities being offered. This analysis is
3.3.3 Proposed Bike Facilities in the Study Area o
Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), No separate ROW, near Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), near P y based on current conditions on ly
businesses, dealerships, auto repair, grocery store, and some restaurants, less sketchy near restaurants but businesses, dealerships, auto repair, grocery store, and some restaurants, less sketchy near Th O nt r Pl n h in d| t d num b r f r d
! Ps/ pair ! ! restaurants but scary at night: from east to west: First stop is a sheltered bench with S ario a as Cate a u er o p O pose
scary at night: from west to east: first stop has a bench with trashcan, signage, aside from sidewalk on all signage, trashcan & additional shade from trees, separate ROW, serving all 3 routes and . T . . 3 4 1 C t L I f S . I t f T ,t
2 | Mountain Ave | San Antonio Ave | & ¢ |Black pavement, no trees or shade, serving all 3 routes and bivn 1,500-5,000 people per year second stop | 5| & "SR R poople per year, adjacent to Burger King which makes it Sightly sefer 3 . b| ke fa Cl | Ities to be constru Cted Ta) Onta ro. N one of th ese 4. urren evels ot service Inputs Tor Iransi
with a sign only, no bench or shelter, in middle of sidewalk path, has a trashcan, little trees and no shade, ince 3 constant sreum o e il o the hive rough, o accond stap 5 2 s only on o Table 3-12 highligh h iabl . d
serving routes 63 & 80 and less than 1,500 people per year, last stop is called out by google and pdf but e black pavement not i the sidewall path, No separate ROW, serving all 3 outes but faC|||t|es are proposed for Holt Boulevard a|though two aple o- igniig ts the variable assumptlons used to
street view does not show signage or bench, would serve route 61 and supposedly btwn 1,500-5,000 less than 1.500 | Jast st ’ heltered bench ’(h " te sidewalk & d 't . | I f . f t 't
less than 1,500 people per year, last stop is a sheltered bench with adequate sidewal
pecple peryer e orstore eeshan,n oo, No ROW, érvng i 33 10 o 1,500-500 peapl pryea: do cross over the boulevard. etermine level of service tor transit users.
Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), street land use includes high to . .
low density residential, business park, mixed use, shopping centers and auto stores, from west o sast fist 3.3.4 Potential Additional Bike Facilities in Study Area 3.4.2 Current Levels of Service for Transit
stop is a sheltered bench with some trees, shade and trashcan, adaquate room on the sidewalk, serving all Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), sign only, no .
3 5an Antonio Ave Euclid Ave o c 3 routes and btwn 5K-10K people per year, additional dedicated ROW, at the corner of amotel, second | bench, ROW, trees or shade, adjacent land uses include auto repair shops, a computer ] 4 Flgure 3_'] 4 ShOWS the su rroundlng prog rammed b| ke Refer to Table 3-1 3 and Flgure 3—1 6 to see the LeVel O'F
stop is a sign only adjacent to a run down parking lot, google image shows run down/broken fence, across shop, a church, and the run down parking lot, serves all 3 routes and btwn 1.5K-5K people . . .
from church, no additional ROW, trees or shade, serving all 3 routes and btwn SK-10K people per year, final ooryear facilities along with other bike facilities suggested for Service for transit users along different segments of Holt
stop is a sign only on a wide sidewalk, no trees, shade or additional ROW, not shown on PDF, serving all 3
routes to unkown amount of pecple consideration as a result of this planning effort. These ~ Boulevard.
} - Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), 81 (60 min
Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), Adjacent land use includes oo A e o ) o e .
Some e condos,an open par g el Yo el me..) acat o, mors ot scres, th AMTRAK cadveys) Acjaentlan use includossome ncer condos,an pen pak g dals? You are not yet recommendations for the plan (see the rec- - . :
tell me...) vacant lots, more auto stores, the AMTRAK STATION, mixed use and low density 3 4 3 EXIStIn BUS StO S Wlth Future BRT (FI 3_1 3)
4| EulidAve | CampusAve | D | C | S/ATION mixeduseandlow density residential, only stop has 2 benches with litle shade, roominthe ) i o o) ol stop has sheltered benches, near palm trees with little shade, extra room | 1 2 dati h b li dh d o 9 p 9.
sidewalk, in a right turn only lane, serving all 3 routes and over 10K people per day, nicer landscaping in a bt (yd df’ RO, sy |E e, ° ommenaations c apter), ut are liste ere to eter- . h h . b
picar shopping cente by the ice condos - ooks and feels safer than moet of the corior can correctto o bus but ot dedicated ROW, adaquate sidewslkspace, trashan, i ront of ome e . o . : Figure 3-17 shows the current OmniTrans bus stop
Amtrak from this stop, serves all 3 routes and over 10K people per year par, ! y’earv i v peopie P mine ConﬂeCtIVIty requlrements and OpthﬂS. |Ocati0n5
Routes 61 (15 min Headway) 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), Adjacent land .
Routes 61 (15 min Headway), 63 (60 min Headway) & 80 (60 min Headway), Adjacent land uses include auto uses ‘"i'”tde a:w repair plafes’ fow to r;gil/“;“ de"s‘ty[ :es‘de”t"?’ ioTe 'f?s(a“hra‘”tts’ y
) supermarket, and some vacant space, no ROW, from east to west: Frist stop s a sheltere . p
5| Campusave | BonViewAwe | D | ¢ | "@Paplaces. low tomedium densityresidential some restaurants, supermarket, and some vacantspace, |y | C i L Gt e R e DL evantlot | 23 Table 3-1: Comparison of LOS between Modes for Spec:ﬁc Roadway Segments
no ROW, only stop is in front of supermarket, one bench, trees with shade, tight sidewalk space due to .
meters, trashcans, signs and newspaper vending box, serving all 3 routes and btwn 5K-10K people per year. and a barber, adaquate sidewalk space, serves rouites 61 & 80 for btwn 1.5K-5K people per
' ' . - year, second stop is a sheltered bench with no trees or shade adjacent to a vacant parcel, Pedestrian LOS Bicyde Los Transit Los
across the street from a Church’s Chicken, serves all 3 routes and btwn 5K-10K per year.
Routes 61 (15 min Hoadway), & 80 (60 min Heacway), adjacent land vses melude lowmedium residental Routes 61 (15 min Headway), & 80 (60 min Headway), adjacent land uses include low- F T EB WB EB WB EB WB
v i way). i way). adj uses include low-medium residential, medium residential, vacant space (half of the parcels are empty), auto parts stores, super rom o
vacant space (half of the parcels are empty), auto parts stores, super market, & business park, No ROW, market, & business park, No ROW, from east to west: first stop is a sign only adjacent to a
6 | BonViewAve |  Gove Ave E g | from westto east:first stopis a sign only in front of a dealership with minimal shade, sharing the sidewalk, | ) " o) with no sidewalk, trees or shade, nothing really around the stop besides 2 4 Benson Ave Mountain Ave F D D D E D
serving both routes and btwn 5K-10K people a year, the second stop has 2 benches and a trashcan with a
cut out in the sidewalk providing more room, some trees for shade, outside a public building and across some houses and open space, serves both routes and btwn 1.5K-5K people a year, second
from » hrch, senves both routos and btwn 1.5K-5K people a year. stop isseparated fom the sidewalk with a bench and rashcan under 2 palm trees Mountain Ave San Antonio Ave D C D D E C
providing shade, serves both routes and btwn 1.5K-5K people a year.
Routes 61 (15 min Headway), & 80 (60 min Headway), adjacent land uses include low-medium residential, ’ - ) . .
hotels, future condos, business park, vacant space, automotive, post office & other gov buildings, from west Routes 61 (15 min Headway), & 80 (60 min Headway), adjacent land uses include low- San Antonio Ave Euclid Ave C B D D D E
to east: first stop is a sign only with no bench, shade, ROW, or additional sidewalk, and is adjacent to a medium residential, hotels, future condos, business park, vacant space, automotive, post
vacant lot, serves both routes and 1.5K-5K people a year, the second stop is a sign only with extra sidewalk office & other gov buildings, from east to west: First stop is a sheliered bench in the shade Euclid Ave Cam pus Ave C B F E D C
with a large addition of sidewalk with additional ROW and a trashcan, near a nicer
for boarding and waiting, no shade, bench or ROW, near the business park, serves both routes and btwn shopping center/business park, serves both routes and btwn 5K-10K people per year, the —
1-5K-5K people ayear, hird stop is oy a block east and i only a sign in the ground with no sidewal second stop is a bench near a ree for shad in an acltional sidewalk cutout, no ROW, Campus Ave Bon View Ave C C D D D C
7 Gove Ave Vineyard Ave E C bench, shade, or ROW, has a trash can, adjacent to a vacant parcel and across from the post office, serves 6 e 4 10
both routes and less than 1.5K people a yar, fourth stop is another block east and is a bench with a near post office, gov buildings, and vacant ot, serves both routes and biwn 1.5K-5K B Vi ) A G A E E D D E E
trashcan, no shade, ROW or sidewalk, serving route 61 and serves btwn 1.5K-5K people per year, Fith people a year, third stop s a bench in a sidewalk cutout near a tree for shadewith no ROW, on vView Ave rove Ave
dt b e e e directly in front of the post office, serving both routes and btwn 1.5K-5K people a year,
supposed stop is another block east and would only serve route 80, listed on google an ut cou i ;
not find a sign or bench, Sixth stop s a sign only with additional sidewalk and trash can, closest to the fourth stop is a bench only in the middle of the sidewalk that ends at the stop, has a tree Grove Ave Vin eya rd Ave D F D D E C
for shade, no ROW, adjacent to a vacant lot and across from some large automotive places,
airport and one of the nicer areas of the corridor, light shade, serving route 61 and btwn 5K-10K people a
serves both routes and 1.5K-5K people a year. . .
year Vineyard Ave Guasti Rd B B D D F F
8 | Vineyard Ave Gasti F i
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Figure 3-1: Existing Pedestrian Level of Service
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Figure 3-1: Existing Bike Level of Service
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Figure 3-1: Citywide Bike Facilities Identified in the Ontario Plan

Figure 3-1: Other Potential Bike Facilities Being Considered
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Figure 3-1: Planned / Programmed Multi-Purpose Trails & Bikeways
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Figure 3-1: 15-Minute Cycle Time from the Center of the Study Area
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Figure 3-1: Existing Transit Level of Service
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Figure 3-1: Proposed BRT Stations and Standard Bus Stops
Q
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3.4.4 Comprehensive Planned Transit Services

Figure 3-19 was taken from the Ontario Plan. It shows a
variety of proposed medium and long range transit fa-
cilities proposed for the area. If these all occur, the area
will go from a vehicular dominated circulation system to
one that provides many choices. These choices should
allow for a significant shift from single drive alone peak
time drivers to multiple modes that will help in lower-
ing overall congestion and green house gas production.
If the corresponding land uses also change, the overall
vehicle miles traveled could drop dramatically as well.

3.4.5 Proposed sbX BRT Service

As shown on Figure 3-20, a bus rapid transit (BRT) route
is planned for Holt Boulevard to extend east to the fu-
ture Ontario Multi-Model Transit Center (potentially
served by an extended Metro Gold Line, high speed
rail, Metrolink and several bus routes). The Route 61
(Holt Blvd /San Bernardino Ave) Corridor is the high-
est ranked corridor in San Bernardino County in terms
of potential ridership, travel time savings, population/
employment growth, TOD opportunities, economic de-
velopment, inter-modal connectivity, cost effectiveness
and eligibility for Federal Transit Administrations (FTA)
New/Small Starts funding. San Bernardino Associated
Governments (SANBAG) is currently studying the
Foothill BRT Corridor. The E Street Corridor BRT proj-
ect is currently in the construction phase. Figures 3-17
and 3-21 show the proposed locations of the route and
stations.

Figure 3-1: Proposed Transit in the Ontario Plan

Figure 3-1: Proposed sbX BRT

Figure 3-1: Proposed sbX BRT for Holt

3.4.6 Walk Time around Existing & Proposed Stations

GIS was used to determine how the population of
Ontario and its destinations are serviced by the current
bus system, as well as the proposed BRT stations. Figure
3-22 shows a 5, 10 and 15 minute walk time zone around
each of the stations, calculated as a 2.5 mph walk utiliz-
ing the existing network of walkways.

3.4.7 Land Uses within Walk Zone of BRT Stations
Figure 3-23 identifies the land uses that are within walk-
ing distances of the BRT stations.

3.4.8 Population Densities within Walk Zones
Figure 3-24 identifies the population around the stations.

3.4.9 Analysis of Adjusted BRT Stations

An analysis was done to determine if changes to the
locations of the proposed BRT stations would result in
increased access to residential populations (origins) or if
access to employment (destinations) was improved by
shifting the stations to the west or east from where they
are currently planned. Figure 3-25 shows both a west-
ward drift of the stations as well as an eastward drift. The
current locations of the proposed stations are shown
as a yellow dot. Figure 3-26 shows the walk time zones
overlaid on existing land uses and Figure 3-27 shows the
walk time zones overlaid on population densities. Table
3-14 shows the land uses by acres that fall within th pro-
posed walk time zones based on the currently proposed
locations. Table 3-15 shows the differences between the
westward drift, the current location and the eastward
drift of the stations. While this table highlights some
improvements to the potential riderships with some
shifting of the stations, the numbers are not substantial
enough to shift these stations.

3.5 Impression Summary

Figure 3-28 is an overall summary of the assets, liabili-
ties, opportunities and constraints based on fieldwork
and input from the PDT, the CAC and the general public
obtained through the workshops.
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Figure 3-1: Walktime Around Current and Proposed Transit Stations
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Figure 3-1: Existing Land Uses Found Around Proposed BRT Stations

(O Proposed BRT Stations
Paired Nearby Standard Stops
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O  Proposed BRT Stations Figure 3-1: Population Density Found Around Proposed BRT Stations
Paired Nearby Standard Stops

Page #60 ® Analysis ® Chapter Three WTG



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan
Figure 3-1: Walktime Zones Around Alternative BRT Stations Drifted to the East or West
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Figure 3-1: Existing Land Uses Around Alternative BRT Stations Drifted to the East or West
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Figure 3-1: Population Density Around Alternative BRT Stations Drifted to the East or West
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Table 3-1: Land Use Acres within Walkzones

MOUNTAIN EUCLID GROVE VINEYARD
RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
Duplexes, Triplexes, 2 or 3 100{ [High Density S.F. 2,336 |Duplexes, Triplexes, 2 or 3 363| [High Den. S.F. 206
High Den. S.F. 1,872| |Hotels & Motels 7| [High Den. S.F. 1,661| |Hotels & Motels 55
Hotels & Motels 3| [Low Den.S.F. 32| |Low Den.S.F. 82| |Low-Rise Apartments 193
Low Den. S.F. 1] |Low-Rise Apartments 500| |Low-Rise Apartments 1,263| [Religious Facilities 9
Low-Rise Apartments 1,157 |Mixed Residential 309| |Religious Facilities 166 Total 463
Total| 3,133| |Religious Facilities 58| |Trailer Parks High Den. 211| Other Land Uses
Other Land Uses Special Care Facilities 4 Total| 3,745 |[Government Offices 61
Bus Terminals & Yards 70| [Trailer Parks High Den. 22| |Other Land Uses Irrigated Cropland 25
Cemeteries 32 Total| 3,267 |Airports 3| |Low-Med. Rise Major Office 41
Commercial Recreation 2| |Other Land Uses Commercial Storage 51| |Manufacturing, Assembly, Ind. 24
Commercial Storage 13| |Communication Facilities 3| [Freeways & Major Roads 19| [Modern Strip Development 36
Government Offices 66| |Elementary Schools 9] |Government Offices 82| |Open Storage 1
Irrigated Cropland 21| |Local Parks & Rec. 13| |Hotels & Motels 49| |Railroads 19
Low-Med. Rise Major Office 1| |Low-Med. Rise Major Office 37| |Improved Flood Waterways 73| |Under Construction 100
Manufacturing, Assembly, Ind. 75| [Manufacturing, Assembly, Ind. 154| |Irrigated Cropland 24| |Urban Vacant 67
Modern Strip Development 732| [Mixed Commercial & Industrial 27| |Local Parks & Rec. 167| |Wholesaling & Warehousing 0
Older Strip Development 0| |Modern Strip Development 67| |Manufacturing 2 Total| 373
Open Storage 62| [Non-Attended Public Parking 36| [Manufacturing, Assembly, Ind. 55
Other Agriculture 1| |Older Strip Development 298| [Modern Strip Development 220 Grand Total 836
Railroads 1| |Other Public Facilities 2| |Natural Gas & Petroleum 4
Retail Centers 45| [Railroads 16| |Non-Attended Public Parking 14| Denotes Transit Supportive Uses I:l
Under Construction 5| [Retail Centers 168| |Older Strip Development 67
Urban Vacant 15[ |Under Construction 394| |Open Storage 6
Total| 1,142| |Urban Vacant 76| |Orchards & Vineyards 5
Total| 1,300| |Other Open Space & Rec. 179
Grand Total 4,275 Other Public Facilities 22
Grand Total 4,567 |Other Special Care Use 10
* SOURCE: SANBAG 2008 Railroads 17
Under Construction 1
Urban Vacant 392
Total| 1,464
Grand Total 5,208
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Table 3-1: Comparison of Alternative BRT Stations
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2010 Residential
5 4 2 57 47 14 17 198 145 255 172 8 0 0 0
10 88 82 443 489 193 | 241 606 740 743 635 168 27 0 0
15 424 591 1,236 837 781 941 977 1,505 @ 1,433 @ 1,049 517 306 0 0
20 999 1284 1492 1,524 | 1,464 1,756 | 1,456 | 1,907 . 1,623 . 1,751 | 1,035 854 0 20
Raw 1,515 1,959 2927 2,897 2452 295 3,236 47297 4054 3,608 1,729 1,187 0 20
Weighted* 5,124 2,719 5218 4,853 3,662 4426 6,018 7,718 7,739 6444 2,607 1,547 0 20
2020 Residential
5 [ERSOR 62 | 107 1 132 ) 0 i 0 1 156 | e O OO
777777777 0 246 202 | 754 | 536 | 167 | 618 | 616 - 723 | 687 3%2 112 0 0o
15 512 870 1,384 975 1,074 1,116 | 1,733 ¢ 1,618 1,211 753 531 0 0
20 1,215 | 1,363 | 1,244 © 1,629 1,939 © 1,521 | 2,095 : 1,985 : 2,143 | 1,186 = 1,021 0 78
Raw 2,022 2,498 3,488 3,272 3,180 3,411 4,447 4373 4110 2,330 1,664 0 78
Weighted 3,175 3,959 6,699 5714 4588 6,231 7,420 7,577 6902 3904 2,418 0 78
2030 Residential
5 52 65 111 137 0 183 4 55 81 46
""""" 10 256 210 | 785 | 558 189 1 719 | 722 847 805 412 0
15 | 534 | 907 | 1,442 | 1,017 | 998 | 1,207 | 1,289 | 2,028 | 1,891 @ 1,409 | 882 0
20 1,266 | 1,422 1,300 1,706 12163 1,705 | 2,409 2,272 2,442 | 1,361 1,161 0 91
Raw 2,108 2,604 3,639 3,417 3,560 3,896 5162 5064 4738 2,701 1914 0 91
Weighted 7,109 8,392 10,884 11,078 9,355 11,635 12,288 15,869 15628 15327 8,629 6,282 0 366
2010 Employment
58 27 106 68 284 321 183 50 60 27 143 165 3 9
134 172 280 163 631 721 551 | 128 247 147 356 | 625 171 224
15 117 300 441 333 733 704 685 337 448 328 633 565 438 324
20 272 345 396 569 386 379 684 644 716 608 665 615 382 447
Raw 581 844 1,224 1,133 2,034 21125 2,103 1,159 1,471 1,410 1,797 1,971 993 1,005
Weighted 1,140 1,569 2,545 1,997 4,882 5234 4439 1904 2593 1812 3570 4283 1,780 1,805
2020 Employment
,,,,,,,,, S P 28 | 126 1 51 | 456 1 511 i 386 e B U R O SO
10 177 224 298 241 942 1,082 | 779 355 | 543 262 218 385 217 74
15 144 333 622 526 899 839 1,099 673 749 519 474 490 275 123
20 288 476 614 944 612 661 1,077 | 1,029 : 1,194 743 734 842 298 306
Raw 686 1,062 1,659 1,762 2909 3,093 3,342 2,240 2,693 1635 1505 1,772 857 559
Weighted 1,416 1,928 3255 2,923 7,060 7,629 7,57 4173 5151 3,011 2653 3,197 1764 1,000
2030 Employment :
5 87 31 140 57 527 591 448 221 251 138 98 64 76 65
777777777 0 202 252 | 341 268 1,082 1 1,247 904 | 428 643 318 255 449250 86
15 163 382 708 598 1,034 964 1,275 789 876 627 556 570 315 141
20 330 543 694 1,086 708 764 1,249 | 1,198 | 1,425 871 866 1,000 349 355
Raw 781 1,208 1,884 2,008 3,351 3,566 3,875 2,636 3,195 1954 1,776 2,083 990 646
Weighted 1,607 2,187 3,694 3313 8,129 8795 8302 4943 6,110 3629 3,137 3743 2032 1,153

All Category Composite

Total Raw |  7,693| 10,175 14,821) 14,490 16,213 18,478 19,864| 19,941{ 20,851 17,154 11,837 10,591 2,839 2,400

Weighted | 19,569 20,754 32,296! 29,877| 36,842 42,308 44,434| 42,027 44,799 37,125 24,500 21,470, 5576| 4,422

% | Omnit * weighting calculated by having
ncrease over VUmnitrans NA 5’03% NA 14.11%

Selected Locations

5 minute walk multiplied by 4, 10
by 3,15 by 2 and 20 by 1
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Figure 3-1: Impressions of the Current Assets, Liabilities, Opportunities and Constraints of the Study Area
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CHAPTER

FOUR

4. ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS

This chapter documents the alternative development
process and provides an archiving of the concepts con-
sidered but dropped in preference to the recommend-
ed concept plan. All the elements of this chapter are not
recommended for implementation. However, if future
conditions change or if priorities become revised, some
of the concepts in this chapter could be brought back
to life and refined. This is particularly important if the
OmniTrans sbX efforts decide to re-evaluate at a pre-
viously dropped alternative for further consideration.
Refer to Chapter 5 for the recommended plans. Refer to
Table 4-1 to see how the alternative development and
refinement process evolved.

4.1 Initial Concepts Considered

The initial round of concept development took the full
range of possible uses of the roadway and applied them
as a single concept for the entire 5-mile stretch of road-
way. These initial concepts were developed to test the
limitations of the corridor and the opinions of the PDT,
the CAC and the general public.

4.1.1 "1a: Transit Focus”- Median Running BRT
Figure 4-1 shows a sample plan view and roadway cross
section with typical dimensions of lanes and uses.

4.1.2 "1b: Transit Focus”- Side Running BRT
Figure 4-2 shows a sample plan view and roadway cross
section with typical dimensions of lanes and uses.

4.1.3 "1c: Transit Focus”- BRT with Far-side Platforms
Figure 4-3 shows a sample plan view and roadway cross
section with typical dimensions of lanes and uses.

4.1.4 "2: Vehicular Focus”
Figure 4-4 shows a sample plan view and roadway cross
section with typical dimensions of lanes and uses.

4.1.5 "3: Multi-modal Focus”
Figure 4-5 shows a sample plan view and roadway cross
section with typical dimensions of lanes and uses.

4.2 Draft Concepts Considered

After extensive review, only Initial Concept 1c was rec-
ommended to not move forward in the process since it
does not meet the requirements of the BRT program by
not providing a dedicated lane along a majority of the
proposed corridor.

4.2.1 "Alt. 1: Vehicle Focus”- 6 Vehicular Lanes

Figure 4-6 shows a sample perspective view and road-
way cross section with typical dimensions of lanes and
uses. The figure also ranks the multi-modal level of ser-
vice for bike, pedestrian and transit users. Figure 4-7 is
a depiction of the impacts to buildings and properties
associated with the ROW expansion requirements.

4.2.2 "Alt. 2: Transit Focus”- Median Running BRT

Figure 4-8 shows a sample perspective view and road-
way cross section with typical dimensions of lanes and
uses. The figure also ranks the multi-modal level of ser-
vice for bike, pedestrian and transit users. Figure 4-9 is
a depiction of the impacts to buildings and properties
associated with the ROW expansion requirements.

4.2.3 "Alt. 3: Transit Focus”- Side Running BRT Lane

Figure 4-10 shows a sample perspective view and road-
way cross section with typical dimensions of lanes and
uses. The figure also ranks the multi-modal level of ser-
vice for bike, pedestrian and transit users. Figure 4-11 is
a depiction of the impacts to buildings and properties
associated with the ROW expansion requirements.

4.2.4 " Alt. 4: Multi-modal Focus”- Bikes, Peds, Transit &
Vehicle Balance

Figure 4-12 shows a sample perspective view and road-
way cross section with typical dimensions of lanes and
uses. The figure also ranks the multi-modal level of ser-
vice for bike, pedestrian and transit users. Figure 4-13 is
a depiction of the impacts to buildings and properties
associated with the ROW expansion requirements.

4.3 Refined Alternative 2.1: Transit Priority Focus
As a result of input from the PDT, the CAD and the gener-
al public at Workshop #2, Alternative 2.0 was selected as
the preferred alternative and was refined as Alternative
2.1. This hybrid alternative was mostly consistent with
Alternative 2.0 Initial Concept, but it made adjustments
to the ROW in order to avoid a high number of required
demolitions and ROW acquisitions.

Table 4-1: Process Tracking for Alternative Development and Refinement

INITIAL CONCEPTS CONSIDERED

DRAFT CONCEPTS CONSIDERED

1a: Transit Focus: Dedicated Median Running BRT
1b: Transit Focus: Side Running BRT Lane

1c: Transit Focus: BRT with far-side platforms dropped

2: Vehicular Focus: Roadway Expansion- 6 Lanes —

»1: Vehicle Focus: Roadway Expansion - 6 Lanes

» 2: Transit Focus: Dedicated Median Running BRT

»3: Transit Focus: Side Running BRT Lane

3: Multi-modal Focus: Bike, Ped., Transit, & Vehicles

»4: Multi-modal Focus: Bike, Ped., Transit, & Vehicles

Figure 4-14 shows the typical cross sections that were
suggested under this planning effort. Alternative 2.1
evolved into the recommended alternative, with mostly
a minor variation of Cross Section “A” from Benson to
San Antonio. This hybrid recommended a lane diet at
the west end to avoid any more impacts and to maintain
on-street parking and bike lane uses. However, subse-
quent to this effort, the ADTs were considered to be too
high to allow for a lane drop (roadway diet). Figure 4-15
shows an overall site plan of the corridor for treatments
that were part of Alternative 2.1.

4.4 Evaluation Comparison of Revised Alternatives
Several efforts were made to document why Alternative
2 was selected over the other 3 concepts. Figure 4-16
compares the amount of Building and Parcel Impacts
associated with each alternative.

4.4.1 Building Impacts Considered

Table 4-2 summarizes the differences between the four
alternatives in regards to impacts to buildings and par-
cels as a result of ROW expansion.

4.4.2 Multi-modal Levels of Service Considered

Table 4-3 is a summary comparison of the different lev-
els of service per mode and per segment that is likely to
occur if the project alternatives were implemented.

4.4.3 Weighting Factors Determined

Table 4-4 is a summary of extensive input on the weight-
ing factors to be used when comparing each of the four
draft alternatives. The weighting factors were allowed
to go from a low of 1 to a high of 2. Each member of
the Project Development Team and the Community
Advisory Committee were asked to rank their priori-
ties of the factors used to compare the alternatives.
A composite averaged score for each factor was then
determined.

HYBRID CONCEPT

—2.1: Transit Focus: Dedicated Median Running BRT

RECOMMENDED PLANS N

—2.2: Transit Focus: Dedicated Median Running BRT

4.4.4 Ranking of the Alternatives

Table 4-5 is a summary of extensive input on the rank-
ing of the four draft alternatives. The ranking factors
were allowed to go from a low of -1 to a high of 3. Each
member of the Project Development Team and the
Community Advisory Committee were asked to rank the
alternatives.

4.4.5 Ranking Summary of the Alternatives

Table 4-6 is an overview table of all of the previous tables
of weightings and scoring. From this table, Alternative
2.1 "Refined Transit Focus, Median Running BRT" was
ranked the highest, followed by Alternative 2.0 “Transit
Focus,” then Alternative 3 “Transit Focus, Side Running
BRT,” then Alternative 4 “Multi-modal,” followed by the
lowest ranked Alternative 1 “Vehicular Focus.”

4.5 Design District
4.5.1 Initial Boundaries

Figure 4-17 is the initial conceptual layout of the design
districts. The naming of the districts, the location of the
markers and entry gateways and the BRT station names
have now evolved from this Figure. See Chapter 5.

4.5.2 Initial Concepts for Each Design District
Figure 4-18 through 4-21 are the initial sketches identi-
fied for each design district.

4.5.3 Refined Concepts for Each Design District

Figure 4-22 through 4-23  are the refined models for
each design district. These have also been superseded
by those recommended in Chapter 5.
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Figure 4-1: Option 1a: Transit Focus-Dedicated Median Running BRT

Figure 4-1: Option 1b: Transit Focus- Side Running BRT
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Figure 4-1: Option 1c: Transit Focus-Far-Side Platforms / Mixed Lanes

Figure 4-1: Option 2: Vehicular Focus- 6 Lane Expansion
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igure 4-1: Option 3: Multi-modal Focus
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 1: Vehicular Capacity Focus
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 1: Impacts to Buildings and Parcels
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 2: Transit Priority Focus (Median Running BRT)
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 2: Impacts to Buildings and Parcels
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 3 : Transit Priority Focus (Side Running BRT)
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 3: Impacts to Buildings and Parcels
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 4: Multi-Modal Focus
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 4: Impacts to Buildings and Parcels
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 2.1 (Refined Alt. 2) : Transit Priority Focus (Median Running BRT)

Section A: Benson to San Antonio Section B: San Antonio to Euclid

Section C: Euclid to Grove Section D: Grove to Vineyard
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Figure 4-1: Alternative 2.1 (Refined Alt. 2) : Overall Site Plan Layout
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Figure 4-1: Comparison of Building and Parcel Impacts

Alternative 2.1

Alternative 3

Alternative 1

Alternative 4
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Table 4-1: Comparison of Alternative Impacts to Buildings and Parcels

Table 4-1: Weighting Factors as Determined by the PDT and the CAC

Total VEHICLES CYCLISTS TRANSIT PEDESTRIANS HISTORIC COMMERCE DESIGN COSTS

ALTERNATIVE North Side South Side Buildings RS 0 _ 2 g = c = P B

Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 14 49 63 - ¥ - g, ‘g ® § @ é’) 8 % é o -% g g :% 2 % ﬁ L‘ﬁs

Alt 2: 109" Center Running BRT 11 40 51 : 8 2 |3 s § |z i e |3 8 |5 &5 2 £ a8 £ § 03 &t |38 2 3%

Alt 3: 105'-115' Side Running BRT 10 36 46 T 3 3 |58 & 8 |3 g 213 S E |2 5 % Y2 g s £ & |<5 ¢ ©G¢f

Alt 4: 109' Multi-Modal 11 40 51 E 2 £ |5 ;; 5 54| % - ' g £ 5 6 8 EE e 5 E 3 28 38 s 5

$ 5 8E|88 & B5|38 8 & | 3 F |2 2 85| 8 3 FE| & & Bp|E3Z B4 3

ALTERNATIVE North Side South Side  Total Sq Feet WEIGHTING:| 150 150 | 1.00 [ 1.00 | 125 150 | 200 | 125 | 150 | 150 | 200 1.50 | 1.50 | 1.25 | 1.00 [ 125 100 125 | 125 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00  1.00 | 2.00

Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 1,583 40,418 42,002 1.00; 1.50 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 1.25 2.00 1.50 2.00 1.25 2.00 1.50 1.00 1.25 2.00 1.00 1.50 1.25 1.25 1.00 1.00 2.00

Alt 2: 109" Center Running BRT 1,019 24,294 25,312 200 125 1.00 | 200 | 150 | 1.00 | 200 | 200 @ 200 [ 1.50 & 200 | 200 | 150 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 2.00 | 125 [ 200 | 150 | 1.50 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 1.25

Alt 3: 105'-115' Side Running BRT 816 18,993 19,810 125 1.50 | 1.00 [ 1.50 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 200 { 200 { 200 [ 200 | 200 | 150 | 200 | 1.00  1.50 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 1.50 [ 200 @ 150 | 150 | 150 @ 150 = 1.50

Alt 4: 109" Multi-Modal 1,019 24,294 25,312 2.00{ 1.00 @ 2.00 [ 1.00 { 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 1.50 { 2.00 | 1.25 | 200 A 2.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 A 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 @ 1.25 | 1.25

1.000 1.25 | 1.50 | 200 | 1.50 { 1.25 [ 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 [ 1.50 | 2.00 | 1.25 [ 1.25 | 1.50 | 1.00 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 1.25 [ 200 125 | 1.50 [ 1.50 @ 2.00 | 1.25

200 150 1.00 | 150 125 125200 200 150 150 150 | 150 ( 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 { 1.25 150  1.00 [ 1.25 1.25 | 1.00 | 1.50 1.50 | 1.25

1.000 200 { 1.25 | 1.00 A 1.00 { 1.00 | 1.00  1.50 { 2.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 H 2.00 | 150 | 1.25 H 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 1.25 | 150 | 1.25  2.00 | 1.25 | 1.00 | 1.50

100 200 125 | 100 100 100 | 1.00 150 | 200 | 1.25 200 200 | 150 | 1.25  1.00 | 1.00 | 200 125 | 1.50 125 200 | 1.25 | 1.00 1.50

ALTERNATIVE North Side  South Side  Total Parcels 1.00] 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.25 | 1.25 125 | 200 A 2.00 A 2.00 | 125 150 1.25 [ 150  1.25 | 1.25 | 125 | 200 | 1.00 | 1.25  1.00 125 [ 1.50 150  1.25

Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative %2 155 217 1.25{ 125 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 1.25 125 | 150 @ 1.50 @ 1.50 | 200  2.00 @ 2.00 [ 200  2.00 | 2.00 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 1.25 [ 200 | 2.00 | 2.00 [ 1.50 @ 1.50 = 1.50

Alt 2: 109' Center Running BRT 56 157 213 200 1.00 120 [ 150 1.00 | 1.00 | 150  2.00 | 2.00 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 150 1.25  1.00 | 1.50  1.50 | 1.00 | 2.00  2.00 | 150 | 1.50 | 1.50 | 2.00

Alt 3: 105'-115' Side Running BRT 55 146 201 1.25;{ 2.00 | 1.00 | 200 | 1.00 : 1.50 | 1.50 { 2.00 ; 1.50 | 1.50 | 200 | 2.00 [ 1.50 1.50 | 2.00 [ 1.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 [ 1.50 | 1.25 | 2.00 | 1.50 1.25 | 2.00

Akt 4- 109" Multi-Modal 54 157 213 125/ 150 | 1.00 | 1.25 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.25 2.00 | 2.00 | 1.50 2.00 | 2.00 | 1.50 | 1.25 150 | 1.00 | 2.00  1.00 | 2.00 | 1.25 | 150 | 1.50 | 1.00 = 2.00

2.00; 1.00 | 1.00 [ 1.50 | 1.00 : 1.00 | 2.00 : 2.00 : 2.00 | 200 | 200 | 1.50 | 200 | 1.50 H 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 1.00 | 200 | 1.50 | 1.50 | 1.50 | 1.50 | 1.50

100 150 100 | 150 100 100 | 1.00 200 200 | 1.00 200 150 | 200 | 1.50 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 1.00 | 1.50  1.00 | 2.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00

150 1.25 | 1.00 [ 1.50 @ 1.50 { 1.00 | 200 ' 1.50 { 200 | 1.50 | 2.00 125 | 150 150 100 | 1.50 200 | 150 | 1.50 | 2.00 H 150 | 1.50 | 1.50 | 2.00

ALTERNATIVE North Side South Side Total Acres 125, 125 125 | 150  1.00 1.00 { 1.50 | 2.00 @ 2.00 [ 200 2.00 | 2.00 { 1.25 1.00 | 1.00 [ 17.00 = 2.00 | 1.00 [ 200 @ 1.50 | 1.50 { 1.00 1.25 | 1.50

Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 15 8.7 10.2 2.00 150 | 1.00 | 1.50 | 1.00 { 1.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 { 2.00 | 1.50 A 1.50 | 2.00 | 1.50 | 1.25 | 1.00 | 1.50 | 150 | 1.25 | 1.25 | 200 150 [ 1.50 | 1.25 | 1.25

AItA3|:t 12(); ??1 ge;f; EE::::Z EEI 1 3 2; :;‘ Top Scores 6th | 3rd | 2nd 1st | 5th | 9th 4th 7th 10th 8th

Alt 4: 109' Multi-Modal 13 51 6.4 143 1.41 1.14 143 1.16 113 1.70 1.79 1.89 1.51 1.92 1.71 1.55 1.32 1.18 1.21 1.78 1.25 1.63 1.41 1.53 1.33 1.30 1.55

Table 4-1: Comparison of Alternatives from a Multi-modal Level of Service
Scenario
Existing Conditions Proposed Alternative 1 Proposed Alternative 2 Proposed Alternative 3 Proposed Alternative 4
Roadway Segment Ped. LOS Bicycle LOS | Transit LOS Ped. LOS Bicycle LOS | Transit LOS Ped. LOS Bicycle LOS | Transit LOS Ped. LOS Bicycle LOS | Transit LOS Ped. LOS Bicycle LOS | Transit LOS

From To EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB
Benson Ave Mountain Ave F D D D E D B B D D C C B B D D B B B B B B B B B B B B C C
Mountain Ave San Antonio Ave D C D D E C B B D D C C B B D D B B B B B B B B B B B B C C
San Antonio Ave Euclid Ave C B D D D E C C D D C C C C D D C C C C D D C C C C D D C C
Euclid Ave Campus Ave C B F E D C B B F E C C B B F E B B B B B B B B B B B B C C
Campus Ave Bon View Ave C C D D D C B B D D C C B B D D B B B B B B B B B B B B C C
Bon View Ave Grove Ave E E D D E E B B D D D D B B D D B B B B B B B B B B B B D D
Grove Ave Vineyard Ave D F D D E C B B D D C C D D A A B B B B B B B B B B B B C C
Vineyard Ave Guasti Rd B B D D F F B B D D F F D D A A F F B B D D F F B B B B F F
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Table 4-1: Scoring of the Alternatives by the PDT and the CAC

EVALUATION CRITERIA
VEHICLES CYCLISTS TRANSIT PEDESTRIANS HISTORIC COMMERCE DESIGN COSTS VEHICLES CYCLISTS TRANSIT PEDESTRIANS HISTORIC COMMERCE DESIGN COSTS
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1. VEHIC 3. TRANSIT & BIKE ACCOMMODATING FOCU ing BRT
KTU+A .00 1.00 | 1. .00 {2.00 | 1. 2.00 §3.00 | 3.00 1.00 1. KTU+A

Omnitrans ) |Omnitrans

Tom Danna
) [Rudy Zeledon
Jay Bautista

Tom Danna
Rudy Zeledon
|Jay Bautista

“|Kim Ruddins

1

101 02| 2

2 02

Mauricio Diaz
Melissa Ramirez
Ron Watson

~|Scott Murphy

| Skip Pace
Barbara Millman

“|Kathy Wahlstrom
“|Chuck Mercier

Clarice Burden

"|Diane Ayala

John Novi

“|Lorena
| Travis Norberto

“|Kim Ruddins

Mauricio Diaz
Melissa Ramirez

Ron Watson
~[Scott Murphy
“|Skip Pace

Barbara Millman
“|Kathy Wahlstrom
“|Chuck Mercier
|Clarice Burden
"|Diane Ayala

John Novi

“|Lorena
" |Travis Norberto

0.84 087 105 068 032 129 163 174 168 134 145 116 1.20 1.25 -0.05

Averages 1.63 047 1.68 0.84 0.16 -0.11 0.84 095 0.89 1.47 1.21 132 074 074 048 037 1.37 1.16 132 1.18 053 0.58 0.82 0.97 Averages| 1.16

2. TRANSIT PRIORITY FOCUS (4 lane with 2 lane median running BRT)

2.00 | 2.00 | 1.00

3.00 | 2.00 | 1.00

-1.00/ 2.00 ;3.0

075075 {0.75 3.00 { 3.00 | 2.00

1.00 | 1.00 {3.00 [KTU+A

-

N

=

=

N

N

-

-

i 2

NN

-

12| 2

-

L2

Omnitrans

) | Tom Danna

) [Rudy Zeledon
- Jay Bautista
~ |Kim Ruddins

Mauricio Diaz

| Melissa Ramirez
Ron Watson
Scott Murphy

|skip Pace

" |Barbara Millman
Kathy Wahlstrom

Chuck Mercier

~ |Clarice Burden

Diane Ayala

“|John Novi

Lorena

Travis Norberto

Averages 1.11 1.11 1.05 142 126 1.16 179 1.74 1.61

142 116 142 117 122 1.12 005 095 042 158 1.29

1.39 092 097 1.24

-

Averages| 0.47 1.55 0.45 1.58 1.29 050 0.61 1.63 153 082 145 1.29 142 195 174 126 111 1.18 139 1.18

KTU+A
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0 [Tom Danna
Rudy Zeledon

Jay Bautista

Kim Ruddins
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Ron Watson
Scott Murphy

| Skip Pace
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Clarice Burden
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Table 4-1: Composite Ranking of All 4 Alternatives as Selected by the City of Ontario, OmniTrans and the Consultant Team
ALTERNATIVE FEATURE DESCRIPTIONS

EVALUATION CRITERIA

VEHICLES

TRANSIT

PEDESTRIANS HISTORIC

COMMERCE

DESIGN

COSTS

3 or BRT

Sidewalk

Bike Path or
Platform
Parkway
Parking Lane
Bike Lane
Lane 2

Lane 1
Dedicated BRT

Qo o
ALTERNATIVE & g

CROSS SECTION & FEATURE SUMMARY

Medianor
Dedicated BRT
Left Turn Lane
Lane 30rBRT
Bike Lane

Parking Lane
Parkway

Bike Path

Total Curb to Curb
Total Right of Way

1. VEHICULAR CAPACITY FOCUS (6 lane with no dedicated BRT lane)

Traffic Calming /
Lowered Speeds

CYCLISTS

Convenience for
Transit Users

Safety for Transit

Users
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Travel Lane
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Low Right of Way
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Low Costs to the
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»
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2. TRANSIT PRIORITY FOCUS (4 lane with 2 lane median running BRT)

c
3
H
o,
@
=
- d
o
o
0
n
o
2
o

Weighted Score

RANKED #5

Median Cross Sectionl 12 6 0 0 0 12 "1 12

1.41

1.14

1.43

1.16  1.13

1.70

1.79

1.89

1.51

1.92

1.71

1.55

1.32

1.18

1.21

1.78

1.25

1.63

1.41

1.53

1.33

1.30

1.55

15012 1 0 (11 {120 010 6 0| 6|97 1s]amn

1.11

1.05

1.42

1260 1.16

1.79

1.74

1.61

1.42

1.16

1.42
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0.05
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\ 1.43

3. TRANSIT & BIKE ACCOMMODATING FOCUS (4 lane with 2 lane side running A H

Median Cross Section| 6 0 6 0 0 12 11 12 0

1.41

1.14

1.43

1.16 | 1.13

1.70

1.79

1.89

1.51

1.92

1.71

1.55

1.32

1.18

1.21

1.78

1.25

1.63

1.41

1.53

1.33

1.30

1.55

11 6 | 93 [ 105 [ 1.16

0.84

0.87

1.05

0.68 0.32

1.29

1.63

1.74

1.68

1.34

1.45

1.16

1.20

1.25

-0.05

1.21

1.13
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1.29

1.18
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1.24
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©

4. MULTI-MODAL FOCUS (4 lane with no dedicated, with Bike Lane & Parking)

c
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n
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1.41

1.14

1.43

1.16  1.13

1.70

1.79

1.89

1.51

1.92

1.71

1.55

1.32

1.18

1.21

1.78

1.25

1.63

1.41

1.53

1.33

1.30

1.55
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2.1 REFINED ALT. 2.0 TRANSIT FOCUS (Hybrid Center Running BRT)
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Base weighting (neutral)| 1.00 Somewhat more important than base

Alternative meets criteria the best Alternative meets criteria well

Average Range| 2+ Alternative meets criteria well

1.25

1.5-2

Important compared to base

Alternative marginally meets criteria

Alternative marginally meets criteria

1.50

1-1.5

Unweighted Score

Weighted Score

Very important compared to base

2.00

49.66

Alternative does not meet criteria

-1

Alternative does not meet criteria

<1

| RANKED #1
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Figure 4-1: Initial Cultural District Concept
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Figure 4-1: Initial Cultural District Concept Figure 4-1: Initial Cultural District Concept
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Figure 4-1: Initial Cultural District Concept
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Figure 4-1: Initial Cultural District Concept
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Figure 4-1: Refined Auto-Cultural and Downtown- Cultural District Concept
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Figure 4-1: Refined Agri-Cultural & Neo-Cultural District Concepts
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CHAPTER

FIVE

5. RECOMMENDED PLAN

5.1 Conceptual Plan Overview

This plan represents the best balance of vehicular
throughput, transit accommodation, walkability, cultur-
al resource protection, and urban design opportunities
that will help Holt Boulevard become a more complete
street. All modes were equally accommodated with the
exception of bike use. The limitations of the right of
way and the protection of architectural resources and
businesses along the corridor would not allow for the
inclusion of a bike lane along the full length of the cor-
ridor. However, this plan suggests the development of
a bike boulevard from Benson through to the bike path
on West Cucamonga Creek. This concept is very sup-
portive of the transit BRT concept being put forth by
OmniTrans. To be competitive for federal funding, local
transit agencies need to strive to get more than 50%
of the BRT corridors as dedicated or priority lanes with
queue jumpers at intersections. This plan has been able
to accommodate more than 85% of the study area as
BRT median running dedicated lane (see Table 5-1).

Figure 5-1 shows the final cross section recommenda-
tions. All of the alternatives support some form of a
parkway strip or street trees along the full corridor. Three
of the roadway segments allow for median design treat-
ments. Figure 5-2 provides an overview of the concepits,
going from the east end at Vineyard to the west end
at Benson. Figure 5-3 shows some additional details for
the proposed concept plan for lighting, signage, cross-
walks and entry markers.

5.2 Right of Way Requirements

The proposed plan will require the expansion of the
right of way from an average of 90" in narrower sections
at the west end, out to 120’ in some locations. The San
Antonio to Euclid segment will remain at 80" right of way
to protect the various buildings in this zone. A major ex-
pansion will be necessary from Lemon to Grove Place,
going from 80’ out to a new right of way of 110". A num-
ber of buildings are in conflict with this new right of way,
but every effort was made to limit the number of build-
ings lost. Another major expansion will be required from
Allyn Ave. to Grove Ave. Fortunately, this section has a
low number of buildings in conflict with the new right of
way. The segment from Grove Avenue to Vineyard will
require some areas to expand from 80" to 120’, but most
parcels along this segment are empty and those with
buildings are set back enough to avoid a conflict.

Figure 5-4 shows the overlay of the right of way with
existing parcels and buildings. Based on GIS analysis,
impacts have been determined to parcels and building
demolitions (see Tables 5-2, 5-3 and 5-4). These figures
are based on partial right of way information that will
need to be surveyed in much greater detail. These plans
will require further engineering and transit design by
OmniTrans. Given the preliminary nature of this study,
the buildings impacted and parcels affected should be
considered only as a preliminary estimate. OmniTrans
will be required to provide more detailed surveying, en-
gineering and environmental review to determine the
full impacts of their proposed project. Figure 5-5 indi-
cates probable demolitions required by the proposed
expansion of Holt Boulevard.

5.3 Driving Focused Improvements

The proposed improvements along Holt Boulevard in-
clude new medians, added traffic signals at two pro-
posed locations, two new intersections suggested to
support future development (between Vineyard and
Grove Avenue), new pavements, new lane markings
(reconfigured to 11" and 12’ lane widths) and upgraded
synchronized traffic signals. These can be seen on the
fold-out maps in the back of this study.

5.4 Walking & Streetscape Focused Improvements

One of the major crossing improvements recommend-
ed by this plan is a two-phased pedestrian actuated traf-
fic signal. This feature is referred to as two phased since
a pedestrian that actuates the signal will only cross one
side at a time. They will then enter a controlled corral,
where they will have to push another crossing button.
This allows only one side of the boulevard to be con-
trolled at one time, reducing the red light phase to less

than half if this was a single phase crossing. This sys-
tem is proposed between Mountain and Oaks Avenue,
and at West Cucamonga Creek where the bike trail will
enter Holt Boulevard. This bike connection requires this
type of safe crossing for both pedestrians and cyclists.
Because of the location of the Euclid sbX station, a new
pedestrian actuated crossing will also be required. All
other intersections are proposed to include a modified
ladder style cross walk, current ADA standards for ramps
and pedestrian signals, and bulb-outs where allowed.

The overall walking environment will be made safer
and more comfortable with the addition of street trees,
street lights, street furnishings and parkway plantings
(see Figure 5-6). Typical layouts of trees and plantings
are shown on Figure 5-7 and on the fold-out maps in the
back of the report. The recommended plant materials
are shown on Figures 5-8 and 5-9.

5.5 Cycling Focused Improvements

Class 2 bike lanes are recommended from Grove Avenue
out to Vineyard. From Vineyard to Guasti, the plan rec-
ommends the construction of a Class 1 bike path, sep-
arated from the roadway by 5’ (or by a vertical barrier)
with two way traffic on the south side of Holt. This path
could lead to the new transit hub proposed at the air-
port and connect with future bike paths proposed along
the creek east of Guasti. It could also serve as a highly
visible walking path from the airport to the convention
center. Figure 5-10 discusses the addition of a bike bou-
levard on adjacent streets north of Holt using low vol-
ume streets such as Stoneridge, Vesta and Nocta.

5.6 Transit Focused Improvements

The environment for transit users in their pedestrian
mode has been discussed above. In addition to these
benefits, transit users will enjoy new transit stations with
many amenities. These stations have been conceptual-
ized on Figure 5-12 through 5-15. This portion of the im-
provements will be fully controlled by OmniTrans during
subsequent planning and engineering efforts.

5.7 Proposed Design Districts

The proposed design districts have evolved through-
out this study. Their final configuration and naming are
shown on Figure 5-11. Figures 5-12 through 5-15 show
the locations, character and elements proposed for dis-
trict entry gateways, as well as district markers located at
each of the four proposed sbX BRT stations. Integration
of Holt Boulevard lighting, street trees and district in-
terpretive panels will be mixed with specific sbX shelter
design and fencing requirements that can be handled in
an artful way that tie into the district markers.

Table 5-1: Summary of Dedication Lanes

SUMMARY OF BRT LANES

Entire Corridor Benson

4.85 imiles

Center Running Dedicated Lanes Interstate 10 3.41 ﬁmiles

70.31% of corridor with transit priority

Probable Comidor* _Bensonto | 3.99 mies

Center Running Dedicated Lanes Vineyard 3.41 %miles

85.46% ‘of corridor with transit priority

* It is likely that the corridor will turn on Guasti to go to a proposed transit
hub. Guasti could probably handle some form of dedicated lane. However,
this study did not include roadways beyond Holt Blvd.

Table 5-1: Parcels Impacted by ROW expansion

Alternative* North Side  South Side Total Parcels
Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 62 155 217
Alt 2: 109' Center Running BRT 56 157 213
Alt 2.1: 110'-120' Center Running BRT Hybrid 68 162 230
Alt 2.2 Preferred Alternative 48 141 189
Alt 3: 105'-115" Side Running BRT 55 146 201
Alt 4: 109" Multi-Modal 56 157 213

Acres Impacted

Alternative* North Side  South Side  Total Acres

Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 1.5 8.7 10.2

Alt 2: 109' Center Running BRT 1.3 5.1 6.4

Alt 2.1: 110'-120' Center Running BRT Hybrid 1.7 6.2 7.9
Alt 2.2 Preferred Alternative 1.2 5.0 6.1

Alt 3: 105'-115" Side Running BRT 1.2 3.9 5.1

Alt 4: 109' Multi-Modal 1.3 5.1 6.4

Table 5-1: Buildings Impacted by ROW expansion

Buildings Impacted

Total
Alternative* North Side  South Side Buildings
Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 14 49 63
Alt 2: 109' Center Running BRT 11 40 51
Alt 2.1: 110'-120' Center Running BRT Hybrid 9 38 47
Alt 2.2 Preferred Alternative 1 30 31
Alt 3: 105'-115" Side Running BRT 10 36 46
Alt 4: 109" Multi-Modal 11 40 51
Square Feet Under New ROW (not full demolished buildings)
Total Sq
Alternative* North Side  South Side Feet
Alt 1: 120" Maximum Alternative 1,583 40,418 42,002
Alt 2: 109" Center Running BRT 1,019 24,294 25,312
Alt 2.1: 110'-120' Center Running BRT Hybrid 877 24,823 25,700
Alt 2.2 Preferred Alternative 383 20,156 20,539
Alt 3: 105'-115" Side Running BRT 816 18,993 19,810
Alt 4: 109" Multi-Modal 1,019 24,294 25,312

Table 5-1: Building SF Probably Requiring Demolition

Square Feet of Probable Demolition*

*SF includes the full size of the

demolished building North Side South Side  Total Sq Feet

Alt 2.2 Preferred Alternative] 30,976 | 112,035 | 143,011
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Figure 5-1: Roadway Cross Sections

Section A: Benson to San Antonio (Roadside District) Section B: San Antonio to Euclid (Downtown District)

Section C: Euclid to Grove (Grove District) Section D: Grove to Vineyard (Aviation District)
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Figure 5-1: Overview of the Conceptual Plan
The images are numbered from east to west, the direction you would be looking and traveling in sequence, if you were westbound.

23) At Lemon Looking West (Downtown District)

25) At Benson Looking East (Roadside District) 22) The Mountain Avenue sbX Station Looking West (Roadside District)

24) At Benson Looking West (Roadside District) 21) At Mountain Avenue Looking West ( Roadside District)

Chapter Five * Recommendations ® Page #93




Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ¢ City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

20) At Fern Avenue Looking West (Downtown District) 18) At Laurel Looking West (Downtown District) 15) At Lemon Looking West (Downtown District)

19) At Palm Avenue Looking West (Downtown District) 17) At Euclid Looking West (Downtown District) 14) At Plum Looking West (Downtown District)

o
20) 19 F8)F17) ~ FHi5) FHa  FHi3)

16) At the sbX Euclid Station Looking West (Downtown District) 13) At Sultana Looking West (Beginning of the Downtown District)
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12) At Allyn / Bon View Looking West (Grove District) 10) At Grove Looking West (Grove District) 9) Grove District Marker just East of Cucamonga Creek (Grove District)

11) View of the Grove sbX Station Looking West (Grove District)

8) At West Cucamonga Creek Looking Back to the East (Aviation / Grove District Border)
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3) At Corona Looking West (Aviation District)

5) At New Recommended Street East of Corona Looking West (Aviation District)

7) At West Cucamonga Creek Looking West (Aviation / Grove District Border)

2) Aviation District Marker at the sbX Station Located West of Vineyard

4) At Un-named Driveway East of Corona Looking West (Aviation District)

6) At Imperial Looking West (Aviation District)

i

i

e ——

1) At Vineyard Looking West (Aviation District)

E]L!!_{]
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Figure 5-1: Conceptual Plan Details

Dual median lights using the Carpenteria Standard with pendant light modification Signage includes sbX branding & banners at stations & gateways (Vineyard Station)

Aviation Gateway markers (breakaways for safety)

Crosswalk design in concrete using recycled glass for color with integral concrete color Recommended two-Phase crossing for peds & bikes ® standard light actuated by user 1 side stopped at a time (near W. Cucamonga Creek)
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Figure 5-1: Right of Way Expansion Impacts
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1340 W. HOLT

*This is a preliminary map of potential building demolitions that may be required to accommodate
the roadway expansions for 110’ right of ways at the narrowest expansion point and 120’ at its wid-
est. No expansion will occur from San Antonio to Euclid where the right of way will remain at 80".
Please note that accurate base mapping, property line surveys and right of way verification has not
occurredunderthis preliminary project, and therefore the impactedbuildings are subject to change.

This figure assumes that a 6 reduction can be applied to the curb to outer ROW that generally pro-
vides 12’ 6" for walkways, parkway strips and curb faces. If required by a tighter than normal right
of way with close building street walls, a minimum of 8’ 6” should be held for an open walkways
with a 3’ parkway tree planting area utilizing tree grates. In order to avoid some additional building
demolitions, a minimum of 6’6" is required between building face and curb face. Trees would not
be required in these areas. The follow-on phase of work being conducted by OmniTrans will deter-
mine the actual buildings impacted based on finalized roadway geometry and accurate surveying.

30 BUILDINGS 7/ 36 ADDRESSES

1409 W. HOLT

(1)-BUILDING

1313 W. HOLT 739 W. HOLT 204 E. HOLT 220-222 E. HOLT

(1)-BUILDING
(1)-BUILDING

206-218 E. HOLT

(2)-BUILDINGS

1363 W. HOLT 925 W. HOLT 226-230 E. HOLT

814 E. HOLT

828 E. HOLT

0&

902 E. HOLT

930 E. HOLT

Figure 5-1: Proposed Demolitions*

1619 E. HOLT

416 E. HOLT

500-506 E. HOLT

616 E. HOLT

624 E. HOLT

526 E. HOLT

636 E. HOLT

(3)-BUILDINGS

736 E. HOLT

660-668 E. HOLT

744 E. HOLT 802 E. HOLT

752 E. HOLT

740 E. HOLT
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¢ Benches

e Ontario “"King” Standard Acorn Lighting

Page #100 *« Recommendations ¢ Chapter Five

¢ Trash Receptacles

e Median Lighting with

Banner System

e Ontario "Carpenteria” Standard Lighting

(modified for dual median light with pendant light)

e Parkway Lighting with

Banner System

e Historic District Lighting with

Banner System

¢ Bike Rack (in black)

Figure 5-1: Proposed Furnishings & Lighting
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Figure 5-1: Various Street Tree Concepts for Different Roadway Segments
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ROADSIDE DISTRICT -- ROADSIDE STATION:
TYPICAL LANDSCAPE TREATMENT AT BRT STATION/PARKWAY & MEDIAN

Vo Vo ¥

O N . 5 Y.

-

V[

HOLT BLVD/RESIDENTAL LOCAL STREET: TYPICAL LANDSCAPE INTERFACE

Y e o — —r — \ T
) P 5 ¢ ¢

DOWNTOWN DISTRICT/GROVE DISTRICT BOUNDARY :
TYPICAL LANDSCAPE TREATMENT AT INTERSECTION, PARKWAY & MEDIAN
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Figure 5-1: Proposed Shrubs

Parkway and Medlian Landscape Plants

Accent Plants

ALOE spp. ANIGOZANTHOS hybrid BERBERIS repens EPILOBOIUM canum ‘Catalina’ HESPERALOE parv. KNIPHOFIA gal. ‘Orange Flame’ LANTANA spp.
Aloe ‘Pink Joey’ Kangaroo Paw Creeping Barberry Cataline Fuschsia Red Yucca Orange Flame Poker Plant Lantana
MUHLENBERGIA rigens RHAMNUS californica SALVIA greggii WESTRINGA fruitcosa

Deer Grass Coffeeberry Autumn Sage Coast Rosemary

Groundcover Plants

ACHILLEA Millefolium Paprika’ LAMPRANTHUS roseus LONICERA japonica SCENECIO mandraliscae CYNODON dactylon
Paprika Common Yarrow Rosy Dew Plant Japanese Honeysuckle Kleinia Bermuda grass
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Figure 5-1: Proposed Trees

Parkway Trees
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Figure 5-1: Proposed Bike Boulevard
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Figure 5-1: Proposed Design Districts

TIER 1:Properties should not be demolished or significantly altered under any circumstances, regardless of their designation status.

Properties in this tier are determined to be Ontario’s most significant historical or cultural properties.

() Designated lor2 TIER 2:Properties where demolition of these properties should be avoided.

¥//) Recommended 3 TIER 3:Consists of all properties that are Designated Historic Landmarks, are contributing structures in Designated Historic Districts, or are
Eligible Historical Resources as defined in Section 9-1.2612. Demolition of these properties should be avoided where possible, but may be

appropriate under certain circumstances.
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Ideas for interpretive panels located at
each station, viewable by transit users

Roadside District ® Entry Gateway

\\\\\\\\\\

* Holt Blvd
i K
Z &

Brooks St

Roadside District ® Overview Map

g
3

&
Downtown Cultural
District Marker

Figure 5-1: Roadside District Design Themes

Roadside District ® District Marker at BRT Stations
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Roadside District ® Perspective of District Markers at the BRT Stations
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Roadside District ® Thematic Fence Design
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Ideas for interpretive panels located at
each station, viewable by transit users

Downtown District ® Entry Gateway

Holt Blvd

Roadside

% District Marker

Oaks AV
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Figure 5-1: Downtown District Design Themes

Downtown District ® District Marker at BRT Stations

own Cultur:
jct Marker

Sl o S
0 o _':l}'". o i
Downtown District ®

Overview Map

Cypress iy N
San Ant
pd

ssssssss

Downtown District ® Perspective of District Markers at the BRT Stations

g
H

*

Gro

District

ve
Marker

Holt Bivd
7

/

O

]

*

Aviation
District Marker

Downtown District ¢ Thematic Fence Design



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant e City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Figure 5-1: Grove District Design Themes

Ideas for interpretive panels located at
each station, viewable by transit users

Grove District ® Perspective of District Markers at the BRT Stations

Grove District ¢ Entry Gateway Grove District ® District Marker at BRT Stations

Grove District ® Thematic Fence Design
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Figure 5-1: Aviation District Design Themes

Ideas for interpretive panels located at
each station, viewable by transit users

Aviation District ® Perspective of District Markers at the BRT Stations
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Figure A-1: PDT e Survey Results Figure A-1: Public Survey ® Blank Questionnaire

Name: [npur from 10 anendees
Please provide your input on the following items:

1a) If one item needed to be changed on Holt. Boulevard, what would it be?

Better environment for more modes of raffic

Narrow travel lanes o reduce speeds A P P E N D IX

Right of way consistency

Image /aesthetics fabandoned buildings Aimprove existing building vacant lois

Consolidation of long slender lots

Eliminate on-street parking

Consistent sidewalks I I I I

1b) The second most important thing to change?

Consistent row widths

Continuous bike lanes and wider sidewalks

Mebilityeomplete sireetsAandscape P U B L I C I N P U T

Function/mobility range

Business types- encourage more businesses

Comnectivily lo the community

Limit anto related uses

Non-uniform streetscape/pavement sections and parkways

Create off-street parking facilities The public input consisted of information gathered from
Develop vacant parcels the Project Development Team, the Citizens Advisory
Street trees Committee and the General Public through a survey

and through two Public Workshops. This Appendix
1c) If one item needs to be preserved or replicated on Holt. Boulevard, what would that item documents the input received from the surveys and the
be?

public workshops.

Historic downtown Enclid and Holt — historie connectivity

Building fronting the sireel

Cleean to ocean roadside theme

Mecdhan with landscape and up lighting
2) What is your personal experience with Holt Boulevard?

2a) Do you drive through it frequently? Yes 9 No J

2h) Do vou stop and shop or eat along Holt Boulevard? Nol  Sometimes 5 Yes 4

Il not, why not? Safety issues, not pleasant, no desired destinglions

2c¢) Have you ever walked along a significant portion of the Blvd? Yes 3 No 7

If not, why not? Not friendiy, no desired destinations

2d) Have you ever rode vour bike along Holt Boulevard? Ne [0

If not, why not? Ne bile safety, no destination, not local

3) What do you think will be the biggest challenge for the project?

Right of way — Iniegration of all modes of travel integrating ail of the priorities into an

I}

integrated plan old business funding/implementation of strategic plan vehicle

capacity/BRTY pedestrian facilities/landseaping

4) What are your expectations for this project?

examples, images

Complete sireet that serves the various land wses

New blueprint that leads to more livable community

An approach that can be applied to other areas of the city

Aesthetics

Malke sure finding is available for img

Gutidance on properly aceess, pedestrian crossing, diverl through trips to parallel routes
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Figure A-1: Workshop 1 e Survey Results Figure A-1: Mail in and On-line ® Survey Results
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Figure A-1: Flyer for Workshop 1 Figure A-1: Flyer for Workshop 2 Figure A-1: Workshop 2 Photos

Appendix A ® Workshop Input ¢ Page #117



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Figure A-1: Comments on Vision Statement Figure A-1: Comments on Objectives Figure A-1: Comments on Road Use Options
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Figure A-1: Comments on Bike Treatments
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Figure A-1: Comments on Bike Safety Issues Figure A-1: Comments on Pedestrian Issues
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Figure A-1: Comments on Level of Service Figure A-1: Comments on Intersection LOS Figure A-1: Comments on Bike Facilities

Figure A-1: Comments on Vehicular LOS Figure A-1:  on Future Bike Facilities

Figure A-1: Comments on Bus Routes
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Figure A-1: Comments on Site Impressions
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Figure A-1: Workshop 2 Input ¢ Comments on Existing Conditions

Appendix A « Workshop Input ¢ Page #123



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Figure A-1: Priority for Uses Figure A-1: Comments on Bike Boulevard Figure A-1: Comments on Bike Treatments
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Figure A-1: Workshop 2 ¢ Comments on Alternative 1

Figure A-1: Workshop 2 ¢ Comments on Alternative 2
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Figure A-1: Workshop 2 ¢ Comments on Alternative 3

Figure A-1: Workshop 2 ¢ Comments on Alternative 4
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Figure B-1: Sample Design Ideas ¢ Comments on the Initial Design Districts

“APPENDIX

DESIGN SAMPLES

Special design boards were developed and distribut-
ed at the PDT / CAC meetings as well as at workshops
to determine preferences for visual and aesthetic im-
provements. This section documents some of the in-
put received.
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Figure B-1: Workshop 2 Input ¢ Community Preferred Design Examples )selected below refers to results of voting only and not on selected for recommendation)
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Figure B-1: Workshop 2 Input ¢ Community Preferred Design Examples) selected below refers to results of voting only and not on selected for recommendation)
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Design Banner Examples:

Appendix B ¢ Design Examples for Public Input ¢ Page #131



Caltrans Community Based Transportation Planning Grant ® City of Ontario ® Holt Boulevard Mobility and Streetscape Strategic Plan

Design Light Standards Examples:
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Figure B-1: Samples of Pedestrian Issues and Potential Solutions
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Figure B-1: Samples of Bike and Pedestrian Issues and Potential Solutions
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10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22.

23.

All deliverables from the consultant for presentations will included both a pdf and a native
PowerPoint presentations will be prepared by KTU+A. CALTRANS will be included for these
deliverables.

"Fly through" will be SketchUp model (by KTU+A) with minimal building massing; photo
library will be InDesign File or Word, and will come as part of document.

KTU+A is to specify size, color, mounting type in the scope of work- KTUA maps will be in
color, unmounted (to maintain flexibility, will be clip-mounted to foam-core boards, will be up
to 54" size at minimum). KTU+A will adjust Exhibit A language to reflect more specifics that
are acceptable to the City.

City has new standards for signals, lighting electrical equipment and has done the studies to
indicate these energy savings. (Note, the intent of this task was to determine energy savings
related to signal synchronization, not energy efficiency of lighting).

KTU+A will be sure to emphasize the use of California friendly plant and tree materials;
when discussing different plant types, KTU+A will show alternatives and respective benefits.
KTU+A typically prepares 3 alternative concepts/options; there is sufficient $$$ in the budget
to prepare and refine alternatives. From three alternatives, one may emerge as the preferred
alternative, or a final, hybrid refined alternative may emerge in the process.

KTU+A will include a Phase 4.1 Work Products section and will identify work products per
Rudy's comments.

The inclusion of traffic analysis and vehicular circulation concepts could be a factor in
determining the preferred concept.

KTU+A will add additional work description for Workshop that will follow Workshop
described in ltem 4.4.

KTU+A will add appendices to the document noting the visioning process, public input for
workshops and background describing process for the purpose of understanding at a later
date how conclusions were reached, including identification of parties making decisions.
John Chiu - when will site visit be made? This task is associated with Task 1.2; initially group
will make van tour and work towards more detailed site review.

John Chiu 1.5.4 - how will this be paid for? City of Ontario staff will perform this work.

Rudy - Fee Proposal questions:

a. ltem 1.4 Project start-up, for all phases of project? KTU+A: Yes, the task occurs over the
full length of the contract.

b) "box on bottom" How does that work? Mike reviewed composition of matrix. Traffic
counts at nine (9) locations. Some suggested locations include State and Grove, Campus
and Grove, 8th (7) and Cannon; other locations will be determined. Group would like to see
twelve (12) locations studied and included in the proposal.

c) quantity of copies of studies is acceptable to the City.

John Chiu - CalTrans has particular format for invoicing and showed format to City; the
format will be provided to the City in digital form; modifications to the format can be made.
KTU+A should utilize form for consistency purposes in billing cycle. The group agreed that a
monthly billing cycle will be used with % complete per phase indicated and time sheet
backup to show how this time can support the % complete claim. It was noted that time
sheet backups will never add up exactly to budgets and % completes, so they should be
used as general guidelines.

Rudy will review KTU+A comments regarding Service Agreement Contract.

Rudy reviewed next steps in the process, per Agenda.

Two City-produced videos were viewed, the videos - “Roadside Ontario, the Lure of the
Open Road,” and “This Place Matters” - document the historic nature, evolution, growth, and
community fabric of The City of Ontario.

The group reconvened for a van-tour of Holt Boulevard, adjacent neighborhoods, and
understanding other levels of vehicular service in the area. A number of details regarding
historic structures, roadway alignments, tree planting, pedestrian and bicycle use, and other
factors influencing the past, present, and future of Holt Boulevard were discussed.

APPENDIX

/7 /7

MEETING MINUTES

The following meeting minutes are from the formal
Project Development Team meetings held throughout
the length of the contract.

Action Iltems:
1. KTU+A:
a. Revise Exhibit A per discussion above
b. Revise Exhibit C per discussion above
c. Provide language changes for indemnification in draft contract
2. Others:
a. City to provide Civic Center Transit Plan
b. CALTRANS to provide quarterly report forms in excel formats

Prepared by: John Taylor

ALL PARTIES ARE REQUESTED TO REVIEW THESE MEETING MINUTES AND REPORT ANY
ADDITIONS AND DISCREPANCIES TO THE AUTHOR WITHIN THREE (3) DAYS OF RECEIPT.
CC: Jason D. Pack — Fehr & Peers
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